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Abstract	  	  Although	  a	  number	  of	  scholars	  argue	  that	  certain	  mediation	  strategies	  allow	  mediators	  to	   more	   effective	   to	   achieve	   goals	   of	   conflict	   resolution	   (Touval	   &	   Zartman	   1985,	  Bercovitch	   2009,	   Wallensteen	   and	   Svensson	   2014),	   very	   little	   work	   as	   focused	   on	  developing	   an	   understanding	   of	   which	   mediation	   strategies	   are	   actually	   in	   use	  (Bercovitch	   2007).	   The	   purpose	   of	   this	   study	   is	   to	   investigate	   which	   strategies	   are	  employed	  by	  some	  of	  the	  leading	  mediators,	  the	  evaluation	  of	  mediation	  strategies	  and	  their	   interconnection	   to	   conflict	   approach	   of	   the	  mediator.	   Theoretically	   the	   paper	   is	  rooted	   in	   conflict	   resolution	   and	   mediation	   theory.	   Empirically	   the	   focus	   is	   first	   on	  participant	  observations,	  where	  mediation	  efforts	  in	  domestic	  conflicts	  serve	  to	  inform	  the	  study,	  and	  second	  on	  three	  case	  studies	  investigating	  among	  others	  which	  strategies	  for	  managing	  conflicts	  between	  and	  within	  states	  are	  employed	  by	  the	  chosen	  mediators	  -­‐Nelson	  Mandela,	  Bill	  Clinton	  and	  Mikhail	  Gorbachev.	  In	  terms	  of	  scholarship,	  the	  results	  suggest	  that	  the	  analysed	  mediators	  do	  use	  a	  mix	  of	  mediation	  strategies.	  As	  well,	  the	  use	  of	  manipulative	  strategies,	  high	  or	  principal	  involvement	   of	   the	  mediator,	   combined	  with	   a	   problem-­‐solving	   approach,	   helping	   the	  parties	  to	  perceive	  the	  conflict	  in	  non-­‐zero	  sum	  terms,	  seem	  to	  increase	  the	  possibility	  of	  mediation	  to	  bring	  about	  change	  in	  the	  conflict	  situation.	  In	  terms	  of	  practice	  of	  dispute	  resolution	   I	   come	   to	   argue	   that	   mediators	   ought	   not	   only	   be	   ‘agents	   of	   change’	  (Bercovitch	  2007:	  301)	  as	  argued	  in	  the	  theory;	  mediators	  ought	  to	  be	  agent	  of	  reality	  as	  demonstrated	  by	  Mikhail	  Gorbachev.	  	  The	  present	  paper	  accounts	  for	  how	  practitioners	  might	  find	  guidance	  in	  the	  field	  of	   mediation	   as	   well	   as	   it	   shows	   academics	   where	   to	   find	   new	   openings	   for	   further	  discussions.	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Introduction	  	  	  In	  1972,	  Ronald	  Fisher,	  leading	  scholar	  in	  International	  Peace	  and	  Conflict	  Studies	  states	  ‘Conflict	   in	   its	  many	   forms	   is	  an	  omnipresent	   fact	  of	  human	  existence.	  Since	   it	   is	  often	  includes	   dysfunctional	   and	   destructive	   components,	   men	   have	   explored	   numerous	  methods	   for	   its	   management,	   including	   techniques	   of	   avoidance,	   regulation,	   and	  resolution.’	   (67).	   As	   conflict	   itself,	   so	   has	   its	   management	   a	   long	   history	   and	   a	   wide	  variety	  of	  forms	  and	  functions.	  	  Mediation,	   a	   form	   of	   third	   party	   intervention,	   is	   one	   of	   the	   oldest	   and	   most	  common	   conflict	   management	   mechanisms,	   and	   has	   been	   used	   worldwide	   by	  individuals,	  organisations	  and	  states	  to	  handle,	  for	  instance,	  intra-­‐	  and	  interstate,	  violent	  and	   non-­‐violent	   conflicts	   (Ibid).	   In	   fact,	   mediation	   has	   been	   proven	   to	   be	   the	   most	  popular	   form	   of	   contemporary	   conflict	   intervention	   (Bercovitch	   and	   Fretter	   2004).	  Empirical	  studies	  point	  out	  that	  some	  form	  of	  non-­‐coercive	  third-­‐party	  intervention	  has	  taken	  place	  in	  nearly	  70	  percent	  of	  all	  conflicts	  since	  1945,	  examples	  hereof	  are	  Burundi,	  Northern	  Ireland,	  Cambodia	  or	  Somalia	  (Bercovitch	  and	  Gartner	  2006).	  	  When	  correctly	  applied,	   mediation	   can	   help	   to	   not	   only	   to	   promote	   diplomacy,	   be	   instrumental	   on	  achieving	  a	  cessation	  of	  hostilities,	  or	  settlement	  of	  conflict;	  it	  might	  be	  able	  to	  transform	  a	  conflict	  fundamentally	  (Ibid.,	  Bercovitch	  and	  Su-­‐Mi	  Lee	  2003,	  Fisher	  2001).	  Notwithstanding	   its	   importance	  and	  pervasiveness,	   the	  particular	  area	  of	  conflict	  mediation	  within	   the	   research	   field	   seems	   to	  be	   late	   in	  development.	  When	  compared	  with	  areas	  such	  as	  causes	  of	  war	  or	  peacekeeping,	  conflict	  mediation	  appears	   to	  show	  partial	  major	   research	   gaps	   (Svensson	   and	  Wallensteen	  2014,	  Bercovitch	   and	  Gartner	  2006).	  According	  to	  Kydd,	  despite	  mediation	  is	  often	  seen	  as	  the	  primary	  tool	  of	  conflict	  resolution,	  in	  both	  civil	  and	  international	  conflicts,	  ‘the	  theory	  of	  how	  mediation	  works	  is	   not	  well	   developed’	   (2000:	   598).	  When	   further	   consulting	   the	   literature,	   one	   of	   the	  most	   relevant	   question	   to	   be	   answered	   relate	   to	   mediation	   strategies	   and	   their	  evolution.	  A	  number	  of	  attempts	  to	  explain	  the	  association	  between	  mediation	  strategies	  and	   mediation	   outcome	   have	   been	   made,	   whereas	   most	   of	   these	   studies	   worked	  quantitative	   (Kressel	   et	   al.	   1989,	   Bercovitch	   and	  Wells	   1993,	   Bercovitch	   2007,	   Pruitt	  1989	  Böhmelt	  2000).	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All	   in	   all,	   it	   is	   argued	   that	   researchers	   have	   only	   begun	   to	   look	   at	   how	   mediators	  perceive	   and	   ‘enact’	   conflict,	   and	   how	   they	   select	   and	   use	   strategy	   and	   tactics	   on	   the	  base	  of	  this	  enactment	  (Bercovitch	  1991	  and	  2009,	  Wallensteen	  and	  Svensson	  2014).	  	  	  This	   thesis	   aims	   to	   explore	   the	   possibilities	   given	   by	   and	   gaps	   found	   in	   conflict	  resolution	  and	  mediation	  theory	  through	  studying	  empirically	  mediation	  strategies	  and	  conflict	  approaches	  of	  some	  of	  the	  leading	  mediators:	  Nelson	  Mandela,	  Bill	  Clinton	  and	  Mikhail	  Gorbachev.	  A	  qualitative	  analysis	  of	  their	  mediation	  efforts	  and	  used	  mediation	  strategies	   in	   corresponding	   three	   conflicts	   (Apartheid	   conflict	   in	   South	   Africa,	   Israeli-­‐Palestinian	  conflict	  and	  the	  conflict	  between	  the	  U.S.	  and	  the	  former	  Soviet	  Union)	  with	  the	  help	  of	   structured	  case	  studies,	   as	  well	   as	   the	   findings	  of	   the	  study	   in	  general,	   are	  expected	  to	  be	  significant	  for	  e.g.	  international	  mediators	  and	  others	  active	  in	  the	  field	  of	  conflict	  management.	  The	  objectives	  of	  the	  thesis	  are	  thus	  also	  envisioned	  to	  be	  relevant	  for	   the	  realm	  of	   international	  relations,	  which	  not	  only	  compromises	  states	  and	  global	  institutions	   such	  as	   the	  UN.	  Also	   international	  organizations	  with	  mandate	   in	   regional	  peace	   for	   instance,	   might	   find	   relevant	   references	   on	   third	   party	   intervention	   and	  mediation	  strategies	   in	  the	  upcoming	  thesis.	   	  Scholars	   in	  the	  field	  appear	  to	  agree	  that	  mediation	   research	   remains	   remote	   from	   the	   world	   in	   which	   mediators	   actual	   find	  themselves	  (Wallensteen	  and	  Svensson	  2014).	   In	  using	  personal	  mediation	  experience	  made	  in	  participant	  observations	  as	  well	  as	  in	  conducting	  case	  study	  analyses,	  in	  setting	  these	  empirical	  accounts	  then	  in	  relation	  to	  pertinent	  theory	  and	  vice	  versa,	  the	  present	  study	   also	   acknowledges	   that	   there	   seems	   to	   be	   ‘a	   need	   for	   more	   bridge	   building	  between	  practitioners	  and	  researchers’	  (Ibid.:	  324)	  	  Besides,	  in	  investigating	  in	  and	  evaluating	  mediation	  strategies,	  seen	  in	  connection	  with	  the	  conflict	  approach	  of	  the	  mediator	  in	  few	  but	  detailed	  case	  studies,	  the	  study	  attempts	  to	  bridge	  bordered	  theoretical	  segments,	  which	  seems	  not	  to	  have	  been	  done	  yet.	  	  
Problem	  formulation	  The	   sum	   of	   these	   considerations	   motivated	   me	   to	   phrase	   the	   problem	  formulation,	  which	  guides	  the	  study,	  as	  followed:	  
	  
Which	  mediation	  strategies	  are	  used	  by	  some	  of	  the	  leading	  mediators?	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The	  process	  will	  be	  informed	  by	  supplementary	  questions:	  
• What	  are	  the	  similarities	  and	  differences	  regarding	  the	  used	  mediation	  strategies	  and	  conflict	  approaches	  of	  the	  chosen	  mediators?	  
• What	   are	   the	   outcomes	   of	   the	   conflicts	   and	   how	   can	   they	   used	   to	   evaluate	  mediation	  strategies	  and	  conflict	  approaches?	  
• How	   are	   the	   mediators	   under	   the	   use	   of	   mediation	   strategies	   and	   conflict	  approach	  able	  to	  bring	  about	  change	  in	  the	  conflict	  situation?	  	  
• How	  are	  the	  findings	  relevant	  for	  the	  practice	  of	  (international)	  mediation?	  	  While	  the	  problem	  formulation	  will	  partly	  be	  answered	  throughout	  the	  chapter	  Analysis,	  supplementary	  questions	  will	  turn	  to	  in	  the	  Discussion	  of	  this	  paper.	  	  	  	  
	  
Structure	  In	   the	   first	   instance,	  we	  will	   turn	   to	   the	  Methodology.	   This	   chapter	   includes	   the	   parts	  theory	  of	  science	  and	  terminology:	  For	  being	  able	  to	  talk	  about	  terms	  and	  concepts,	  the	  usage	   and	   understanding	   of	   those	   in	   this	   study	   is	   crucial.	   The	   third	   part	   of	   the	  methodology	  chapter	  is	  dedicated	  to	  case	  study	  analysis	  and	  the	  analytical	  framework,	  the	   methods	   used	   for	   collecting	   and	   processing	   the	   data	   stemming	   from	   the	   chosen	  mediation	  cases.	  There	  I	  will	  make	  the	  case	  why	  Mandela,	  Clinton	  and	  Gorbachev	  have	  been	   chosen	   in	   the	   first	   place,	   how	   the	   data	   can	   (help)	   answer	   the	   posed	   questions,	  potential	  problems	  with	   it,	   and	  also	   then	  what	   I	   have	  done	   to	   limit	   those.	   It	   follows	  a	  
First	  reading	  of	  relevant	  theory.	  In	  this	  first	  theory	  review	  we	  will	  be	  informed	  about	  the	  current	   stand	   of	   knowledge	   on	   mediation	   and	   its	   strategies,	   which	   will	   be	   tested	  empirically	  in	  the	  next	  as	  well	  as	  in	  the	  Analysis	  chapter.	  So	  the	  next	  chapter,	  outlines	  the	  
Participant	  observation	  conducted	  under	  application	  of	  the	  first	  segments	  of	  the	  theory.	  A	  preliminary	  evaluation	  on	  effectiveness	  of	  the	  used	  mediation	  strategies	  will	  be	  made.	  Most	   importantly,	   the	   need	   for	   a	   deeper	   theoretical	   understanding	   of	   conflict,	   its	  management	  and	  strategies	  will	  become	  apparent.	  This	  leads	  to	  the	  next	  logically	  move:	  A	   chapter	  on	  Second	  consultation	  of	  the	  theory.	   The	   second	  consultation	  of	   the	   conflict	  resolution	  and	  mediation	  theory	  is	  used	  for	  gaining	  a	  deeper	  understanding	  of	  conflict	  approaches	   in	  particular,	  which	  as	  we	  will	  see	  represents	  an	   important	  understanding	  mediators	  can	  draw	  on	  to	  bring	  about	  change	  in	  a	  conflict	  situation.	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Besides,	  we	  will	  also	  there	  evaluate	  the	  current	  stand	  on	  knowledge	  on	  the	  evaluation	  of	  mediation	   strategies.	   Those	   and	   the	   former	   theoretical	   expectations	   are	   to	   be	   ‘tested’	  empirically	  in	  the	  following	  chapter	  Analysis.	  	  There	  we	  will	  turn	  to	  the	  chosen	  mediators	  and	  their	  mediation	  strategies	  to	  deal	  with	  large-­‐scale	   conflicts	   in	   three	   individual	   analyses.	   Each	   case	   analysis	   will	   close	   with	   a	  preliminary	  conclusion.	  The	  subsequent	  Discussion	   is	  dedicated	   to	  discuss	   the	   findings	  as	  well	  as	  to	  answer	  the	  posed	  question	  The	  paper	  will	  close	  with	  a	  Conclusion,	  where	  results	  will	  be	  summarised	  as	  well	  as	  perspectives	   for	   future	  research	  will	  be	   touched	  upon.	  	  	  No	   academic	   paper	  without	   it	   being	   an	   expression	   of	   the	   author	   him-­‐	   or	   herself.	   This	  paper	   is	   no	   exception,	   and	   not	   only	   a	   scholarly	   exercise,	   but	   also	   an	   expression	   and	  movement	   of	   my	   life.	   The	   reader	   should	   be	   informed	   that	   my	   interest	   in	   mediation	  strategies	   stems	   also	   from	   my	   own	   activity	   and	   experience	   as	   a	   conflict	   mediator:	   I	  established	   a	   conflict	   consulting	   company	   in	   2014.	   The	   company	   has	   been	  acknowledged	  by	  the	  university	  12.	  Yet,	  the	  reader	  might	  ask	  him	  or	  herself,	  how	  come	  that	  experiences	   in	  managing	  private	  conflict	  cases	  are	   included	   in	   this	  study	  (chapter	  
Participant	   observation),	   which	   is	   in	   fact	   located	   in	   the	   Department	   of	   Society	   and	  Globalisation.	   Here,	   I	   want	   to	   outline	   the	   line	   of	   thinking,	   which	   justifies	   this	  methodological	  move.	   For	   this	   I	   refer	   to	   a	   law	  which	   have	   been	   already	   put	   down	  by	  ancient	  Egypt’s	  who	  noted	  ‘As	  above,	  so	  below;	  as	  below,	  so	  above.’	  (The	  Kybalion).	  This	  principle	  says	  as	  much,	   that	  all	  planes	  of	  experiences	  or	  phenomena	  function	  basically	  after	   the	   same	   rules	   and	   patterns.	   The	   principle	   has	   been	   used	   throughout	   time	   in	  scientist’s	  quest	  to	  basically	  understand	  how	  the	  universe	  works.	  In	  using	  observations	  of	   trains	   and	   airplanes	   to	   understand	   and	   prove	   the	   theory	   of	   space-­‐time	   relativity,	  Albert	  Einstein	  took	  the	  aspects	  he	  could	  observe	  and	  applied	  it	  to	  the	  larger	  realms	  of	  universal	  principles	  of	  physics	  (Einstein	  1988).	  Applied	  to	  the	  study	  here	  it	  means,	  that	  challenges	   independent	  mediators	  encounter	  on	  a	  small	   scale	   (e.g.	  bringing	  a	   landlord	  and	   tenant	   to	   the	   negotiation	   table),	   can	   also	   be	   found	   on	   a	   large	   scale,	   where	  international	  mediators	  are	  for	  instance	  faced	  with	  the	  task	  to	  bring	  a	  government	  and	  the	  opposition	  to	  a	  meetings	  site.	  Besides,	  giving	  references	  to	  and	  drawing	  connections	  between	  mediation	   efforts	   on	   different	   levels	   are	   common	   practices	   in	   the	   literature	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  To	  be	  found	  in	  the	  appendix	  of	  this	  paper.	  2	  Invoices	  example	  of	  a	  conflict	  consultant	  tasks	  can	  be	  found	  in	  the	  appendix.	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(see	   for	   instance	   Etzioni	   1995,	   who	   refers	   to	   divorce	   mediation	   in	   her	   works	   on	  mediation	  as	  foreign	  policy	  tool).	  	  	  Since	  I	  was	  not	  able	  to	  transform	  the	  conflicts	  private	  person	  entrusted	  me	  with,	  I	  came	  to	   use	   the	   challenges	   I	   encountered	   in	   practice	   as	   further	  motivation	   to	   conduct	   this	  study.	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2	  Methodology	  	  After	  it	  has	  been	  laid	  out	  in	  the	  previous	  chapter	  how	  this	  thesis	  came	  into	  existence,	  the	  present	   chapter	   serves	   to	  outline	   the	   research	  methodology,	   considerations	  made	  and	  decisions	   taken	   to	   answer	   the	   posed	   problem	   formulation	   and	   supplementary-­‐questions.	  	  
2.1	  Theory	  of	  Science	  As	   seen	   in	   the	   introduction,	   the	   objectives	   of	   the	   study	   will	   be	   traced	   by	   a	  constant	   shift	   from	   theoretical	   and	   empirical	   accounts	   (and	   chapters).	   This	   oscillation	  between	  the	  different	  parts	  of	  the	  research	  can	  be	  called	  dialectic	  take,	  performed	  here	  by	  using	  deductive	   and	   inductive	   approaches.	  As	  deductive	   reasoning	  works	   from	   the	  more	   general	   or	   abstract	   (theory)	   to	   the	  more	   specific	   (observation),	  where	   it	   can	   be	  tested,	  inductive	  reasoning	  moves	  from	  a	  specific	  observation	  to	  a	  broader	  theory	  to	  be	  able	   to	   make	   some	   generalizations.	   Illustrated	   in	   a	   graphic,	   the	   steps	   taken	   in	   the	  present	  research	  look	  like	  this:	  	  
First	  reading	  of	  the	  theory	  -­‐	  Abstract	   	   	  	  Participant	  observation	  -­‐	  Concrete	  	  Second	  consultation	  of	  the	  theory	  -­‐	  Abstract	   	  	  Case	  study	  Analyses	  -­‐	  Concrete	   	   	   	  	  Discussion	  -­‐	  Abstract	  	   	   	   	   	  
	  	   	  As	  most	  social	  research	  (Babbie	  2014),	  also	  this	  paper	  involves	  both,	  the	  inductive	  and	  deductive	   approach	   or	   means	   of	   reasoning.	   In	   fact,	   the	   thesis	   is	   characterized	   by	   a	  continuous	   ‘dance’	   between	   theoretical	   and	   empirical	   accounts.	   As	   mentioned,	   this	  ‘dance’	  can	  be	  called	  dialectic,	  a	  common	  qualitative	  research	  method	  (Berniker	  and	  Mc	  Nabb	  2006).	  	  	  	  
Reduction	  
Induction	  
Reduction	  
Induction	  
Dialectic	  	  
	   11	  
2.2	  Terms	  and	  concepts	  	  Throughout	  this	  paper,	  various	  terms	  and	  concept	  are	  employed	  to	  be	  able	  to	  talk	  about	   and	   analyse	   the	   practice	   and	   theory	   of	   mediation,	   its	   strategies	   and	   conflict	  approaches.	  A	  definition	  and	  usage	  of	  key	  concepts	  is	  in	  order.	  	  
Conflict	   is	   here	   meant	   to	   be	   the	   peaceful	   or	   forceful	   pursuit	   of	   (seemingly)	  incompatible	   goals,	   position,	   interests,	   and	   on	   a	   deeper	   level	   the	   needs	   by	   different	  persons,	  groups,	  states	  etc.	  This	  suggests	  not	  just	  a	  broad	  span	  of	  time,	  but	  can	  also	  be	  applied	  to	  different	  types	  of	  conflicts,	  namely	  political,	  and	  international	  ones	  analysed	  her.	  The	  term	  Conflict	  settlement	  indicates	  the	  reaching	  of	  an	  agreement	  or	  compromise	  between	  parties	  involved	  in	  a	  conflict.	  Even	  it	  suggests	  the	  end	  of	  a	  conflict,	  in	  practice,	  reached	  settlements	  are	  often	  reopened	  again	  (Bercovitch	  2009).	  Conflict	  management	  and	  the	  affiliated	  term,	  conflict	  regulation,	  refer	  to	  the	  positive	  handling	  of	  conflict	  and	  is	  a	   generic	   term	   for	   a	   wide	   variety	   of	   approaches	   and	   methods	   dealing	   with	   conflict	  situations.	   It	   subsumes	  a	  very	  wide	   range	  behaviour,	   from	   the	  use	  of	  military	   force	   to	  negotiation	   and	   mediation;	   my	   interest	   is	   with	   non-­‐violent	   methods	   of	   dealing	   with	  conflict	   which	   does	   not	   mean	   conflict	   avoidance.	   Realizing	   constructive	   potential	   of	  conflict	  can	  for	  instance	  be	  achieved	  through	  peace-­‐keeping,	  arbitration,	  fact-­‐finding	  and	  itself	  mediation	  (Bercovitch	  2007).	  Conflict	  resolution	  is	  here	  meant	  to	  be	  the	  addressing	  and	  transformation	  of	  deep-­‐rooted	  source	  of	  a	  conflict.	  Hence,	  Conflict	  transformation	  is	  often	  seen	  as	  the	  deepest	  level	  of	  conflict	  resolution	  (see	  for	  instance	  Ramsbothan	  et	  al.	  2011),	  including	  the	  change	  of	  the	  conflict	  situation	  in	  a	  fundamental	  way.	  The	  entry	  of	  a	  
third	  party	  may	  change	  conflicts	  (structure)	  and	  by	  definition,	  so	  Lewicki	  et	  al.,	  they	  help	  ‘parties	   reach	   a	   settlement,	  whatever	   its	   particulars	  may	   be’	   (1992:	   231).	   	   In	   general,	  third	  parties	  can	  be	  invited	  or	  uninvited,	  act	  formally	  or	  informally,	  operate	  individually	  or	  on	  behalf	  of	  some	  organization	  or	  constituency,	  be	  more	  or	  less	  neutral,	  be	  advisory	  or	  directive	  in	  their	  actions,	  and	  favour	  the	  substance	  (outcome)	  and/or	  process	  in	  their	  intervention.	  Skilful	  third	  parties	  can	  change	  the	  communication	  and	  conflict	  structure.	  	  Third	  parties	  may	  act	  as	  arbiters	   (with	  or	  without	   the	  consent	  of	   the	  conflict	  parties),	  may	   try	   to	   facilitate	   negotiations	   or	   mediate	   between	   the	   parties	   coercively	   or	   non-­‐coercively	   (Ibid.).	  Negotiation,	   so	   Ramsbotham	   et	   al.	   (2011),	   ‘is	   the	   process	   whereby	  parties	  seek	  to	  settle	  or	  resolve	  their	  conflicts’	  (32).	  Mediation	  involves	  the	  intervention	  of	   a	   third	   party;	   it	   is	   a	   voluntary	   process	   in	   which	   the	   parties	   request	   or	   accept	  assistance	  while	  retaining	  control	  over	  the	  outcome.	  The	  mediator	  is	  mainly	  focused	  on	  suggestions	  and	  persuasion.	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Yet,	   it	   is	  sometimes	  combined	  with	  positive	  and	  negative	  inducements	  to	  influence	  the	  parties’	   way	   of	   framing	   their	   goals	   and	   losses.	   (Ibid.,	   Aggestam	   2002).	   Moore	   (1996)	  identifies	  three	  types	  of	  mediators.	  Social	  network	  mediators,	  such	  as	  religious	  figures	  or	  business	   colleagues,	   authoritative	   mediators,	   e,g.	   corporate	   managers,	   international	  mediators	   or	   representatives	   of	   powerful	   states	   in	   the	   international	   community,	   and	  independent	  mediators,	  for	  instance	  family	  mediators	  or	  third	  parties	  in	  environmental	  disputes,	  provide	  often	  objective	  consultation	  to	  the	  disputing	  parties.	  	  Being	  a	  key	  concept	  and	  frequently	  used	  in	  this	  study,	  the	  key	  is	  to	  consider	  the	  question	  what	  sort	  of	  mediation	  outcome	  should	  be	  considered	  success.	  	  For	  this,	  I	  draw	  on	  Bercovitch’s	  understanding	  of	  mediation	  success.	  It	  reads	  as	  follows:	  	  	  	  	   ‘Perhaps	   the	   clearest	   concrete	   indication	   of	   a	   mediation	   success	   is	   the	   quality	   of	  effectiveness.	  Effectiveness	  is	  a	  measure	  of	  results	  achieved,	  change	  brought	  about,	  or	  behavioural	  transformation.	  Conflict	  management	  and	  mediation	  are	  processes	  of	  change.	  Above	   all,	   they	   are	   designed	   to	   change	   the	   behaviour	   and	   attitudes	   of	   the	  parties,	  even	  in	  violent	  interactions.	  Hence,	  for	  mediation	  to	  be	  deemed	  successful,	  it	  must	  have	  some	  (positive)	  impact,	  or	  effect,	  on	  the	  conflict.	  […]	  Effectiveness	  allows	  us	   to	   observe	   what	   has	   changed	   after	   a	   mediator	   has	   entered	   a	   conflict.	   So	   for	  mediation	   to	   be	   successful,	   it	   must	   have	   some	   (positive)	   impact,	   or	   effect	   on	   the	  conflict.’	  (2007:	  293-­‐4).	  	  	  	  	  It	  becomes	  apparent	  that	  mediation	  effectiveness	  and	  its	  measuring	  is	  about	  the	  notion	  of	   change.	   As	   Bercovitch	   claims	   ‘We	   are	   becoming	   increasingly	   aware	   that	   conflict	  management	   and	   mediation	   in	   particular,	   is	   about	   being	   an	   agent	   of	   change.’	   (2007:	  301).	  In	  line	  with	  Bercovitch,	  I	  am	  viewing	  mediation	  and	  its	  strategies	  here	  as	  effective	  when	   able	   to	   bring	   one	   of	   the	  most	   common	   categories	   of	  mediation	   success:	   conflict	  settlement	  and	  resolution	  or	  transformation.	  	  Lastly,	   how	   to	   understand	   mediation	   strategy?	   For	   our	   purpose,	   Kolbs	   definition	   of	  mediation	  strategy	  will	  be	  adopted,	  which	  she	  defines	  as	   ‘an	  overall	  plan,	  approach,	  or	  method	   a	  mediator	   has	   for	   resolving	   a	   dispute.	   It	   is	   the	  way	   the	  mediator	   intends	   to	  manage	  the	  case,	  the	  parties,	  and	  the	  issue’	  (1983:	  249).	  Freedman’s	  accounts	  are	  also	  important,	   he	   claims	   strategy	   is	   much	   more	   than	   a	   plan,	   as	   commonly	   referred	   to.	  Rather,	  as	  an	  (political)	  art	  of	  planning	  movements,	  a	  strategy	  is	  about	  getting	  more	  out	  of	   a	   situation	   than	   the	   starting	   situation	   would	   suggest;	   it	   is	   the	   art	   of	   creating	   a	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situation,	  which	   is	  another	   then	  before,	   ideally	  closer	   to	  reality	   (2013:	  xi.).	   It	  becomes	  apparent	  that	  also	  mediation	  strategies	  are	  about	  changes.	  
2.3	  Case	  studies	  Traceable	   back	   to	   Greek	   and	  Roman	   times,	   the	   practice	   of	  mediation	   has	   a	   long	  history.	  By	  the	  end	  of	  the	  Second	  World	  War,	  there	  were	  critical	  studies	  of	  for	  instance	  state-­‐level	   diplomacy	   and	   international	   mediation	   to	   complement	   the	   day-­‐to-­‐day	  experience,	   attained	   by	   professional	   diplomats	   and	   negotiators.	   The	   international	  community	   attempted	   to	   convert	   this	   in	   to	   a	   more	   formal	   institutionalized	   practice	  following	   the	  call	   in	   the	  Chapter	   four	  of	   the	  UN	  Charter	   for	  agreed	  mechanism	   for	   the	  peaceful	  settlement	  of	  disputes	  inspired	  studies.	  Notwithstanding,	  a	  number	  of	  scholars	  (e.g.	  Roger	  Fisher,	  William	  Ury,	  John	  Burton)	  agreed	  in	  the	  early	  1980’s	  that	  there	  was	  a	  deficit	   in	   critical	   studies	   of	   mediation	   (Ramsbothan	   et	   al.	   2011).	   Wallensteen	   and	  Svensson	  (2014)	  claim,	  that	  much	  of	  the	  deficit	  has	  been	  made	  up;	  yet,	  according	  to	  my	  own	   reading	   of	   the	   available	   literature,	   previous	   studies	   and	   investigation	   on	  (evaluating)	   mediation	   strategies	   are	   marked	   predominately	   by	   quantitative	   method	  and	  large	  N-­‐studies	  (see	  for	  instance	  Böhmelt	  2010,	  Silbey	  and	  Merry	  1986,	  Bercovitch	  and	   Houston	   1996,	   Bercovitch	   and	   Lee	   2003,	  Wilkenfeld	   et	   al.	   2003,	   Beardsley	   et	   al.	  2006,	   Carnevale	   and	   Lawler	   1986,	   Regan	   1996).	   Additionally,	   The	   Journal	   of	   Conflict	  
Resolution	  publishes	  almost	  no	  case	  studies	  (Bennett	  2004).	   	  The	  complexity	  of	  nearly	  every	  conflict	  makes	   it	  difficult	   to	  know	  outcome	  of	  conflict	   intervention	  (Ramsbothan	  et	  al.	  2011).	  An	  analysis	  in	  form	  of	  case	  studies	  honours	  this	  complexity	  by	  for	  instance	  drawing	  on	  various	  sources	  and	  angles	  to	  read	  a	  case	  or	  by	  exploring	  cause	  and	  effects	  of	  processes	  (Benett	  2003).	  In	  general,	  	   ‘A	  case	  study	  is	  generically	  a	  story;	  it	  presents	  the	  concrete	  narrative	  detail	  of	  actual,	  or	  at	  least	  realistic	  events,	  it	  has	  a	  plot,	  exposition,	  characters,	  and	  sometimes	  even	  dialogue’	  (Boehrer	  1990:	  42).	  	  As	  an	  established	  method	  in	  the	  social	  sciences,	  case	  studies	  refers	  to	  the	  collection	  and	  presentation	  of	  detailed	  information	  (Benett	  2003),	  and	  it	  serves	  here	  as	  the	  analytical	  glasses	   to	   look	   trough	   at	   the	   three	   chosen	  mediators	   and	   the	   specific	   conflict	   context	  they	  intervened	  in.	  	  	  Case	  study	  is	  an	  umbrella	  term	  for	  a	  research	  method	  to	  obtain	  a	  holistic	  picture	  of	   the	   subject	   of	   study	   –	   the	   case.	  Under	   the	  more	   generalized	   category	   of	   case	   study	  exist	  several	  subdivisions.	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The	  type	  chosen	  for	   this	  study	  was	  custom	  selected	  and	  depended	  upon	  the	  goals	  and	  objectives	  of	  the	  investigations:	  Illustrative	  case	  study,	  with	  the	  most	  problematic	  issue	  often	  referred	  to	  as	  being	  the	  determination	  of	  the	  right	  combination	  of	  description	  and	  analysis	   (Boehrer	   1990).	   However,	   illustrative	   case	   studies	   are	   useful	   to	   explore	  decision	   making	   processes	   (Ibid.)	   and	   here	   utilize	   some	   instances	   and	   hallmarks	   of	  conflicts	   to	   show	   connections	   in	   e.g.	   what	   a	   situation	   is	   like,	   who	   is	   involved,	   which	  actions	   are	   taken	   and	   what	   follows	   thereafter.	   Since	   Case	   studies	   are	   useful	   for	  answering	  cause	  and	  effect	  questions,	  they	  help	  to	  explore	  possible	  causal	  mechanisms	  behind	  correlation	  and	  patterns	  (Bennet	  2004).	  This	  is	  possible	  in	  particular	  since	  also	  the	  hows	   and	  whys	  of	   human	   behaviour,	   not	   just	   the	  whats,	  wheres	   and	  whens	  can	   be	  traced	   in	   case	   studies.	   This	   is	   also	   the	   reason,	  why	   they	   are	   employed	   to	   answer	   the	  posed	  questions,	   such	  as	  which	   strategies	  are	  used	  by	   the	   leading	  mediators	  and	  how	  can	   they	   be	   evaluated.	   As	   well,	   since	   investigating	   phenomena	   in	   real	   life,	   the	   case	  studies	   are	   suitable	   to	   find	   similarities	   and	   differences	   between	   the	   strategies	   of	   the	  mediators,	  which	  relate	  to	  the	  first	  supplementary	  question.	  	  Since	  groups	  and	  institutions,	  trivially	  enough,	  do	  not	  speak	  or	  write,	  there	  is	  no	  way	  we	  can	  gain	  understanding	  of	  specific	  aspects	  of	  social	  structure,	  human	  behaviour	  or	  here	  of	   the	   appliance	   of	  mediation	   strategies,	   unless	   through	   the	   agency	   of	   communicating	  and	  acting	  individuals	  as	  representatives.	  I	  have	  chosen	  Nelson	  Mandela,	  Bill	  Clinton	  and	  Mikhail	  Gorbachev	  and	   their	   reflections	  on	  conflict	  and	  actions	   taken	   its	  management,	  experiences	   and	  mode	   of	  mediation	   since	   they	   are	   regularly	   cited	   in	   the	   literature	   as	  examples	  for	  leading	  figures	  in	  mediating	  crises	  with	  international	  implications	  (see	  for	  instance	   Etzioni	   1995,	   Bercovitch	   2009,	   Kriesberg	   2009,	   Ramsbothan	   et	   al.	   2011).	   SO	  does	  Mellor	  state	  ‘Mikhail	  Gorbachev	  […]	  a	  Nobel	  Peace	  Prize	  recipient	  is	  a	  mediator	  […]	  Bill	  Clinton,	  and	  Nelson	  Mandela	  have	  all	  served	  as	  mediators.	  These	  are	  all	  individuals	  who	   made	   decisions	   in	   the	   midst	   of	   great	   uncertainty,	   seeking	   to	   maximize	   benefits	  while	  minimizing	  risks’	  (2007:	  10).	  	  Hence,	   case	   selection	   criteria	   were	   to	   choose	   ‘considered’,	   ‘leading’	   (Ibid.),	   influential	  (Ramsbotham	   et	   al.	   2010)	   and	   international	   mediators.	   One	   hint	   of	   their	   influence	  regarding	   bringing	   about	   of	   conflict	   transformation	   is	   the	   fact	   that	   two	   of	   the	   chosen	  representatives	  were	  granted	  with	  the	  Peace	  Nobel	  Prize.	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  As	  well,	   the	   conflicts	   they	   have	  mediated	   in	   are	   of	   great	   significance	   not	   only	   for	   the	  region	   they	   appear(ed)	   in,	   but	   in	   global	   terms:	  U.S.-­‐Soviet	  Union	   conflict	   (Gorbachev),	  Israeli-­‐Palestine	  conflict	  (Clinton)	  and	  the	  intra	  state	  Apartheid	  conflict	   in	  South	  Africa	  (Mandela).	   The	   non-­‐violent	   handling	   of	   those	   conflicts	   is	   of	   foremost	   interest	   for	   this	  study.	  In	   the	   following,	   the	   reader	   is	   provided	   with	   a	   short	   introduction	   of	   the	   individual	  conflict	  cases.	  	  
• The	   racial	   conflict	   in	   South	   Africa	   and	   its	   outcome	   provide	   a	   rich	   study	   for	  analysing	   and	   debating	  mediation	   strategies.	   Nelson	  Mandela,	   one	   of	   the	  most	  publicised	   icons	   of	   liberation	   struggle	   in	   modern	   time,	   played	   a	   great	   part	   in	  mediating	  in	  the	  conflict	  between	  the	  South	  African	  government	  and	  the	  African	  National	   Congress	   (and	   in	   extension	   between	   black	   and	  whites),	   so	  Molyneaux	  from	  the	  Centre	  for	  Research	  on	  Globalization	  (2003).	  The	  observed	  time	  frame	  is	  from	   1985	   to	   1994,	   which	   is	   from	  Mandela’s	   announcement	   to	  mediate	   in	   the	  conflict	  to	  his	  election	  as	  the	  first	  black	  president	  of	  South	  Africa.	  
• The	  struggle	  between	  Jews	  and	  Arabs	  in	  the	  Middle	  East,	  according	  to	  Kriesberg	  (2007),	   has	   always	   consisted	   of	   many	   interlocked	   conflicts	   contributing	   to	   its	  seemingly	  intractability.	  Some	  of	  those	  conflicts	  have	  changed	  in	  salience;	  others	  have	  become	  more	  tractable	  (Ibid.).	  Yet,	  the	  Israeli-­‐Palestinian	  conflict	  about	  e.g.	  (holy)	  land	  and	  the	  control	  of	  water	  is	  characterized	  by	  intensity	  and	  endurance	  and	   has	   required	   a	   large	   number	   of	   international	   mediators.	   Without	   doubt,	  former	  U.S.	  president	  Bill	  Clinton	  as	  the	  most	  famous,	  so	  Choukri-­‐Fishere	  (2008).	  Clinton’s	  time	  of	  presidency,	  where	  he	  was	  also	  mediating	  in	  this	  conflict,	  1993	  to	  2001,	  will	  serve	  as	  time	  window	  to	  look	  at	  this	  conflict	  and	  its	  mediation.	  
• The	   end	   of	   the	   Soviet	   Union	   in	   1991	   and	   events	   that	   have	   taken	   place	   before,	  altered	   and	   changed	   the	   world	   political,	   socially,	   geographically,	   and	  economically.	   Certainly,	   also	   here	   a	   number	   of	   factors	   both	  within	   the	   Russian	  communist	  regime	  and	  abroad	  contributed	  to	  the	  collapse	  of	  the	  Soviet	  bloc.	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However,	   in	   the	   third	   case	   study	   we	   will	   look	   at	   Mikhail	   Gorbachev	   and	   his	  mediation	  efforts,	  way	  of	  understanding	  the	  conflict	  and	  the	  international	  system	  in	   the	   last	  years	  of	   the	  Cold	  War,	   to	   trace	  his	  strategy	   to	   transform	  the	  conflict,	  which	  had	   split	   the	  world	   into	   two	  blocs	   and	  had	  endangered	   lives	   around	   the	  globe	  (Arie	  2005).	  The	  period	  Gorbachev	  served	  as	   the	   last	   leader	  of	   the	  Soviet	  Union,	  1985	  to	  1991,	  will	  be	  in	  focus.	  
2.3.1	  Data	  Collection	  	  As	   the	   present	   study	   is	   a	   qualitative	   one,	   few	  mediators	   as	   representative	   for	  investigating	  the	  subject	  of	  interest	  were	  chosen,	  but	  then	  the	  corresponding	  data	  is	  in	  detail	  analysed.	  	  For	  this	  paper,	  the	  data	  used	  for	  exploring	  the	  subsurface	  was	  foremost	  gathered	  online,	   where	   a	   vast	   amount	   of,	   for	   instance,	   interview	   material	   in	   form	   of	   text	  conducted	  with	  the	  three	  representatives	  can	  be	  found.	  After	  thorough	  considerations	  I	  have	  decided	  to	   focus	  on	  specific	   transcripts	  of	   interviews,	  quotes,	  memoires,	  relevant	  speech	   extracts,	   witnesses	   and	   historical	   reports.	   When	   revealed	   as	   relevant	   for	   the	  study,	  selected	  additional	  material	  and	  documents	  on	  the	  conflict,	  its	  history	  as	  well	  as	  its	   course	   are	   included	   in	   order	   to	   trace	   and	   describe	   the	   case	   in	   a	   sound	   and	   yet	  comprehensibly	  way.	  Secondary	  references,	  such	  as	  newspaper	  articles	  were	  consulted	  when	  found	  informative.	  	  In	   my	   effort	   to	   find	   the	   most	   relevant	   and	   insightful	   source,	   I	   was	   guided	   by	  credibility	   and	   availability	   of	   potential	   sources.	   Places	   to	   collect	   the	   data	   have	   been	  mostly	   sophisticated	   sources,	   such	   as	   institutes	   of	   the	   particular	   representative	   or	  interview	   databases.	   That	   ‘Case	   studies	   are	   likely	   to	   be	   much	   more	   convincing	   and	  accurate	   if	   they	   are	   based	   on	   several	   different	   sources	   of	   information’	   has	   been	  considered	  (writing.colostate.edu	  n.d).	  	  	  In	  the	  present	  study,	  we	  ‘follow’	  the	  cases	  through	  time	  and	  space,	  interpreting	  data	  and	  navigating	  through	  texts,	  quotes,	  and	  accounts	  of	  the	  mediators’	  experiences,	  in	  order	  to	  understand	  the	  manifold	  picture	  and	  to,	  in	  the	  course	  of	  the	  study,	  ensure	  validity	  of	  the	  study	   as	   well	   as	   significance	   of	   the	   findings.	   (Natural)	   real	   language	   found	   in	   e.g.	  interviews,	  text,	  recordings,	  speeches,	  alone,	  rich	  of	  content,	  are	  able	  to	  serve	  as	  a	  point	  of	  departure	  and	  medium	  from	  where	  to	  develop	  a	  specific	  understanding.	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After	   information,	   sources,	   quotes	   etc.	   of	   each	   case	   has	   been	   collected,	   sorted	   and	   a	  preliminary	   understanding	   of	   the	   mediation	   efforts	   and	   conflict	   case	   has	   been	  established,	  I	  strived	  to	  make	  sense	  of	  the	  data.	  	  
2.3.2	  Data	  analysis	  and	  analytical	  framework	  A	   holistic	   mode	   is	   applied	   to	   follow	   each	   person	   of	   the	   mediator	   through	   his	  mediation	  efforts	  while	  the	  conflict	  proceeded.	   In	  detail,	   four	  steps	  have	  been	  taken	  to	  ensure	   a	   structured	   analysis	   of	   the	   data.	   In	   this,	   I	   have	   applied	   Paul	   Wehr’s	   (1979)	  conflict	  mapping,	  which	  is	  a	  useful	  method	  for	  presenting	  and	  structure	  an	  analysis	  of	  a	  particular	  conflict	  (Ramsbothan	  2011).	  	  The	  four	  analytical	  frameworks	  for	  the	  organization,	  presentation	  and	  processing	  of	  the	  data	  are:	  	  	   1)	   The	   history	   of	   the	   conflict,	   in	   which	   the	   respective	   mediator	   would	   later	  intervene,	  including	  conflict	  context,	  conflicting	  parties,	  issues.	  	  2) Development	  and	  dynamics	  of	  the	  conflict	  during	  the	  mediation	  efforts.	  2.1)	   Usually,	   few	   concrete	   mediation	   instances	   during	   meetings	   and	  summits	  of	  the	  dispute	  parties	  serve	  as	  agencies	  to	  look	  into	  very	  specific	  mediation	  behaviour	  and	  situational	  circumstances.	  	  	  2.2)	  While	   following	   the	  mediator	   through	   time	  and	  space	  we	  come	  also	  come	  to	  trace	  the	  the	  conflict	  approach	  the	  mediator	  seems	  to	  hold.	  	  	  	  3)	  Outcome	  or	  present	  status	  of	  the	  conflict.	  	  	  4)	   In	   a	   preliminary	   conclusion	   we	   are	   coming	   to	   answer	   the	   first	   part	   of	   the	  problem	  formulation,	  namely	  which	  mediation	  strategy	  is	  employed.	  	  	  There	  are	  several	  purposes	  of	  this	  analytical	  framework:	  to	  look	  for	  patterns	  among	  the	  mediation	  efforts,	   to	  draw	  conclusion	  from	  studying	  the	  cause	  and	  effect	  as	  well	  being	  able	  to	  compare	  the	  three	  cases	  regarding	  similarities	  and	  differences.	  Main	  message	  of	  the	  analysis	  framed	  by	  and	  conducted	  through	  the	  steps	  stated	  above	  is	  the	  complexity	  of	  the	  cases.	  A	  structured	  mapping,	  tracking	  of	  the	  specific	  mediation	  cases	  does	  not	  only	  serve	  to	  answer	  the	  posed	  questions	  in	  the	  introduction,	  it	  will	  also	  provides	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  practice	  of	  mediation	  an	  understanding	  and	  guidance.	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2.4	  Delimitations	  Even	  so,	  I	  argue,	  we	  cannot	  reach	  the	  truth	  with	  accuracy	  it	  does	  not	  release	  us	  from	  exploring	  human	  reality.	  Yet,	  in	  the	  present	  study,	  one	  cannot	  ignore	  the	  manifold	  challenges,	   limitations	  and	  potential	  problems	  that	  come	  with,	   for	  instance,	  the	  chosen	  data.	  	  	  	  	   	  Most	   notable	   damaging	   consequence	   arises	   from	   the	   selection	   bias.	   By	   this	   is	  meant	  the	  selection	  of	  only	  aspects	  of	  and	  information	  on	  the	  cases	  whose	  independent	  and	  dependent	  variables	  favour	  a	  desired	  results	  or	  which	  ignore	  aspects	  that	  appear	  to	  contradict	   the	  theory	  (Benett	  2004).	  Being	  aware	  of	   this	  dynamic,	   I	  have	  counteracted	  by	   maintaining	   an	   open	   mind	   when	   reading	   and	   by	   including	   as	   many	   sources	   and	  references	  as	  possible.	  Also,	  the	  sheer	  fact	  of	  the	  overwhelming	  amount	  of	  information,	  on	  nearly	  all	  aspect	  of	  the	  chosen	  mediator	  and	  the	  corresponding	  conflict	  leads	  to	  the	  final	  selection	  of	  data	  to	  be	  a	  very	  narrow	  one,	  and	  so	  am	  I	  limited	  in	  the	  present	  scope	  of	  available	  data,	  as	  history	  changes	  with	  who	  is	  where	  and	  when	  talking	  about	  it.	  This	  is	  also	  the	  reason,	  why	  the	  mediators	  as	  much	  as	  possible	  taken	  to	  speak	  for	  themselves	  through	  quotes.	   Supposedly,	   the	   analyses	  would	   appear	  different	  when	  other	   (online)	  sources	   would	   have	   been	   chosen.	   Yet,	   the	   considerable	   number	   of	   diverse	   sources,	  records	  at	  the	  time	  and	  reflections	  on	  the	  development	  of	  the	  conflicts	  over	  time	  looked	  at	   from	  different	  angles	  and	  point	  of	  views	  ensure	  as	  far	  as	  possible	  a	  close	  reading	  of	  cause	  and	  effect.	  Since	  I	  was	  not	  able	  to	  conduct	  interviews	  myself	  (see	  rejection	  in	  the	  appendix)	   the	   reliance	   on	   already	   conducted	   interviews	   is	   another	   limitation	   of	   the	  study.	   	   I	   had	   to	   turn	   to	   what	   others	   concluded	   as	   worthwhile	   asking.	   Yet	   another	  limitation	  of	  the	  study	  is	  that	  they	  can	  make	  only	  tentative	  conclusions	  on	  how	  much	  a	  strategy	  affects	   the	  outcome	  of	   the	  mediation	  effort	   in	   a	  particular	   case,	   since	   conflict	  and	   mediation	   dynamics,	   course	   and	   outcome	   are	   eternal	   complex.	   Yet,	   the	   posed	  problem	  formulation	  support	  the	  staying	  within	  a	  well	  defined	  area	  of	  research	  and	  yet	  allows	  by	  drawing	  in	  (‘real	  life’)	  case	  studies	  the	  honouring	  of	  these	  complexities.	  	  Lastly,	  the	  study	  does	  not	  engage	  in	  a	  discussion	  about	  the	  characteristics	  of	  the	  source,	  nor	  the	  authors.	  Instead	  of	  prioritizing	  source	  criticism,	  a	  careful	  selection	  phase	  was	   employed	   to	   have	   the	   tracing	   of	   the	   problem	   formulation	   high	   on	   the	   research	  agenda.	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This	   chapter	   has	   described	   procedure,	   terms	   and	  methods	   used	   in	   the	   present	   study.	  The	  next	  section	  introduces	  few	  but	  most	  relevant	  fractions	  of	  the	  theory,	  in	  particular	  in	  regards	  to	  the	  categorization	  of	  mediation	  strategy.	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3	  First	  reading	  of	  the	  theory	  	  To	   recall,	   the	   aim	   this	   study	   and	   its	   problem	   formulation	   is	   to	   investigate	   mediation	  strategies	   theoretically	   and	   empirically.	   The	   following	   chapter	   accounts	   for	   a	   first	  reading	   of	   the	   most	   relevant	   segments	   of	   the	   existing	   theory	   on	   the	   subject.	   Those	  informed	   not	   alone	   the	   authentic	   setting	   of	   managing	   conflict	   cases	   myself	   (next	  chapter)	   but	   also	   the	   analysis	   of	   the	   three	   chosen	   case	   studies,	   found	   in	   chapter	   six.	  Therefore,	  the	  here	  outlined	  theoretical	  accounts	  will	  be	  later	  also	  tested	  during	  the	  case	  study	  analysis	  of	  the	  empirical	  data,	  performed	  in	  chapter	  six.	  	  
3.1	  From	  conflict	  to	  mediation	  To	   use	   an	   image,	   Ramsbotham	   et	   al.	   (2011)	   suggest	   to	   picture	   at	   the	   root	   of	  conflict	  as	  a	  knot	  of	  problematic	  relationships,	  conflicting	   interests	  and	  differing	  goals.	  Undoing	  this	  knot	  is	  a	  painstaking	  process	  and	  success	  of	  this	  process	  depends	  on	  how	  the	   knot	   has	   been	   tied	   as	   well	   on	   the	   sequencing	   of	   the	   untying.	   Frequently	   the	  untangling	   ought	   to	   be	   done	   with	   the	   help	   of	   coordinated	   and	   well-­‐timed	   conflict	  resolution	   efforts.	   Essentially,	   conflict	   resolution	   does	   not	   rest	   on	   the	   assumption	   of	  harmony	  of	  interest	  between	  actors,	  and	  that	  third-­‐	  party	  mediators	  can	  settle	  conflicts	  by	  appealing	  to	  the	  reason	  or	  underlying	  humanity	  of	  the	  parties.	  The	  opposite:	  conflict	  transformation	  requires	  real	  changes	  in	  parties’	  interest,	  goals	  or	  self-­‐definition	  (Ibid.).	  	  Through	  controlling	  of	  interaction	  and	  communication,	  mediators	  are	  commonly	  claimed	  to	  help	  parties	  involved	  in	  a	  conflict	  to	  move	  towards	  a	  compromise,	  settlement	  or	   conflict	   resolution	   by	   focusing	   and	   leading	   e.g.	   talks	   and	   discussions	   (Fisher	   2001,	  Beardsley	  	  et	  al.	  2006,	  Lewicki	  1992,	  Bercovitch	  2007	  ).	  As	  such,	  their	  actions	  constitute	  a	  form	  of	  manipulation:	  mediators	  control	  to	  some	  extent	  the	  speakers,	  the	  audience,	  the	  topic,	   and	   the	   length	  of	   the	   interaction	  and	  communication	   (Ibid.).	   Furthermore,	   since	  the	  parties	  often	  speak	  to	  the	  mediator	  without	  the	  other	  party	  present,	  the	  mediators	  decide	  what	   information	   to	   pass	   between	   the	   parties.	   Therefore	   the	   control	   over	   the	  flow	  of	   information	   creates	   extended	  possibilities	   of	   influence	  over	   the	   substance	   and	  content	  of	  communication	  (1986:	  14).	  	  Besides,	  some	  (Böhmelt	  2010,	  Bercovitch	  and	  Houston	  2000,	  Coleman	  et	  al.	  2014)	  claim	  when	   the	   moment	   for	   writing	   an	   agreement	   has	   arrived,	   mediators	   do	   often	   pull	  together	   the	   threads	   of	   ideas	   and	   suggestions	   made	   by	   the	   parties.	   After	   rephrasing	  them	  into	  morally	  neutral	  terms,	  they	  are	  presented	  to	  the	  parties.	  Hence,	  mediators	  do	  not	  just	  manage	  the	  flow	  of	  communication,	  but	  also	  the	  substance	  of	  communication	  by	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controlling,	   through	   direct	   statements,	   the	   construction	   of	   an	   agreement	   that	   both	  parties	  will	  accept.	   It	   is	  consistently	  asserted	   in	   the	   in	   the	   field	   that	  mediators	  requite	  skills	  and	  strategies	  to	  help	  move	  disputing	  parties	  through	  the	  negotiation	  process	  (see	  for	   instance	   Silbey	   and	   Merry	   1986,	   Fisher	   2001,	   Beardsley	   et	   al.	   2006,	   Bercovitch	  2007).	  	  	  Despite	  that	  the	  mediator	  has	  no	  socially	   legitimate	  authority	  to	  render	  a	  decision,	  the	  mandate	  for	  all	  mediators	  is	  according	  to	  Silbey	  and	  Merry	  (1986)	  to	  settle	  cases.	  Hence,	  the	  mediator	  faces	  the	  dilemma	  of	  settling	  a	  case	  without	  imposing	  a	  decision.	  To	  Silbey	  and	  Merry,	  the	  role	  of	  the	  mediator	  and	  the	  process	  of	  mediation	  are	  therefore	  shaped	  by	  ‘strategies	  adopted	  to	  cope	  with	  this	  tension	  between	  the	  need	  to	  settle	  a	  dispute	  and	  the	  lack	  of	  enforcing	  it’	  (1986:	  7).	  	  
3.2	  Mediation	  strategy	  categories	  As	  we	  have	  established	  in	  the	  methodology	  chapter,	  mediation	  strategy	  indicates	  the	   art	   of	   creating	   an	   overall	   plan	   to	   specifically	   manage	   conflicts.	   Kolb	   states	   they	  emerge	   as	   consistent	   patterns	   and	   hence	   can	   be	   categorized	   (1983).	   Scholars	   have	  worked	  on	  identifying	  basic	  strategies	  that	  third	  parties	  adopt	  in	  their	  efforts	  to	  manage	  conflict	  (see	  for	  instance	  Silbey	  and	  Merry	  1986,	  Kressel	  et	  al.	  1989,	  Kleiboer	  1998).	  A	  popular	   typology	   of	  mediation	   strategies,	   applied	   in	   domestic	   as	  well	   as	   international	  discussions	   on	   mediator	   functions	   and	   roles,	   was	   proposed	   by	   Saddia	   Touval	   and	  William	  Zartmann	  (1985).	  Their	  work	  was	  modified	  by	  Bercovitch	  and	  Houston	  (2000),	  who	  categorised	  strategies	  along	  a	  continuum	  ranging	  from	  low	  to	  high	  intervention.	  	  Let	  us	  in	  the	  following	  look	  at	  each	  of	  these	  strategies	  in	  turn.	  The	  first	  strategy	  identified	  by	   the	  research	  community	   is	   called	  1)	  communicative-­‐	   facilitation	  strategy.	  Situated	   in	   the	   lower	   end	   of	   the	   intervention	   spectrum,	   the	  mediator	   here	   commonly	  adopts	  a	  rather	  passive	  role	  in	  channelling	  information	  to	  the	  parties	  and	  in	  facilitating	  cooperation.	  At	  the	  same	  time,	  little	  control	  over	  the	  formal	  process	  or	  the	  substance	  of	  mediation	  is	  exhibited.	  	  In	  detail,	   tactics	  associated	  with	  this	  strategy	  are	   for	   instance	  making	  contact	  with	  the	  parties,	  gaining	  trust	  and	  confidence	  of	  the	  parties,	  arranging	  interactions	  between	  the	  parties,	   identifying	   issues	   and	   interest,	   clarifying	   the	   situation,	   avoiding	   taking	   sides,	  developing	   reports	   with	   the	   parties,	   supplying	   missing	   information,	   developing	   a	  framework	   for	   understanding,	   encouraging	   meaningful	   communication,	   offering	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positive	  evaluation,	  and	  allowing	  the	  interests	  of	  the	  parties	  to	  be	  discusses.	  When	  using	  this	  pole	  of	  behaviour,	  the	  third	  party	  plays	  the	  role	  of	  ‘go-­‐between’	  and	  as	  such	  passes	  for	   instance	   messages	   from	   one	   party	   to	   the	   other	   (Ibid.	   and	   Bercovitch	   2009).	   An	  example	  is	  Norway’s	  mediation	  role	  in	  the	  Oslo	  agreement	  between	  Israel	  and	  Palestine	  Liberation	   Organization,	   where	   a	   facilitate	   negotiations	   approach	   was	   applied	  (Becovitch	  2009).	  Another	   strategy	   described	   is	   as	   2)	   procedural	   (-­‐formulative).	   The	   strategies	  under	  this	  category	  allow	  the	  third	  party	  to	  exercise	  greater	  formal	  control	  in	  regards	  to	  the	  mediation	  process,	  although	  with	  respect	   to	  aspects	  of	   the	  environment	  of	  conflict	  management.	  The	  mediator,	  for	  instance	  may	  control	  where	  the	  mediation	  takes	  place,	  how	   often	   the	   parties	  meet,	   how	   the	   agenda	   is	   structured.	   Part	   of	   it	  may	   also	   be	   the	  control	  about	  the	  distribution	  of	  information	  regarding	  the	  progress.	  Further	  aspects	  of	  this	  strategy	   include	  control	  of	  media	  publicity	  and	  constituency	   influences,	  as	  well	  as	  the	   enhancing	   the	   situational	   power	   of	   a	   weaker	   party,	   or	   the	   chairing	   of	   the	  communication	  process	  (Ibid.).	  Tactics	  included	  are	  for	  instance	  controlling	  the	  physical	  site	   and	   environment	   (of	   meetings),	   suggesting	   procedures,	   reducing	   tensions,	  controlling	   timing,	   structuring	   the	   agenda,	   helping	   parties	   keep	   face	   or	   keeping	   the	  process	   focused	   on	   the	   issue	   (Bercovitch	   and	   Houston	   2000).	   An	   example	   is	   New	  Zealand’s	   effort	   in	   the	   Bougainville	   conflict,	   an	   armed	   conflict	   between	   Papua	   New	  Guinea	  and	   the	  Bougainville	  Revolutionary	  Army	  who	  were	   fighting	   for	   independence.	  Both	  parties	  were	  brought	  to	  a	  military	  camp	  in	  New	  Zealand	  (Bercovitch	  2009).	  	   The	  third	  strategy,	  3)	  directive	  or	  manipulative	  strategy,	  is	  claimed	  to	  be	  the	  most	  powerful	   form	  of	   intervention.	  Here	   the	  mediator	  affects	   the	  content	  and	  substance	  of	  the	  bargaining	  process	  through	  providing	  incentives	  for	  the	  parties	  involved	  in	  a	  conflict	  or	   by	   issuing	   ultimatums.	   The	   tactics	   connected	   range	   from	   changing	   the	   parties’	  expectations,	   providing	   substantive	   suggestions	   and	   proposals,	   supplying	   as	   well	   as	  filtering	   information,	   rewarding	   party	   concession,	   pressing	   the	   parties	   for	   flexibility,	  promising	   resources	   or	   threatening	  with	   for	   instance	  withdrawal	   or	   helping	   devise	   a	  framework	  for	  acceptable	  outcomes	  (Bercovitch	  and	  Houston	  2000).	  	  Obviously,	   manipulative	   strategies	   represent	   the	   highest	   level	   of	   third	   party	  involvement	   and	   as	   such	   aim	   to	   change	   also	   how	   an	   issue	   is	   framed,	   as	   well	   as	   the	  behaviour	  associated	  with	  perceptions	  around	  the	  dispute.	  	  
	   23	  
Richard	   Holbrooke’s	   efforts	   at	   Dayton	   serves	   as	   an	   example;	   he	   was	   chief	  architect	  of	  the	  Dayton	  Peace	  Accords,	  which	  ended	  the	  three	  and	  a	  half	  year	  long	  war	  in	  Bosnian	  (Bercovitch	  2009).	  	  The	  purpose	  of	   this	   chapter	  was	   to	   review	   the	  most	   relevant	  aspects	  of	   the	   theory	  on	  mediation	   strategy,	   in	   particular	   since	   they	   informed	   my	   own	   efforts	   to	   manage	  conflicts.	   The	   process	   of	   implementing	   these	   segments	   of	   the	   theory	   to	   deal	   with	  conflicts	   in	   practice	   will	   be	   described	   in	   detail	   in	   the	   following	   chapter	   Participant	  
observation.	  	  However,	   as	   it	   will	   be	   shown	   in	   the	   next	   chapter,	   when	   entering	   with	   this	  knowledge	  the	  practice,	  I	  come	  to	  notice	  first	  limitations	  of	  mediation	  strategy	  theory	  in	  its	  applicability	   for	  attaining	  change	   in	   the	  conflict	   situation.	  This	   is	   the	  reason,	  why	  a	  further	   theoretical	   and	   empirical	   elaboration	   is	   needed,	   found	   under	   the	   second	   and	  more	  extensive	   consultation	  of	   the	   theory	   -­‐chapter	   five-­‐	  and	   the	   case	   study	  analyses	   -­‐chapter	  six.	  	  	  Since	   we	   are	   now	   moving	   from	   the	   abstract	   (theory)	   to	   the	   concrete	   (participant	  observation),	  the	  deductive	  approach	  is	  employed	  to	  move	  forward	  in	  the	  study.	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4	  Participant	  observation	  	  	  The	   here	   briefly	   described	   and	   outlined	   participant	   observation	   was	   informed	   and	  guided	   by	   the	   theory	   on	   conflict	   resolution	   and	   mediation	   strategies,	   outlined	   in	   the	  previous	  chapter.	  	  Participant	  observations	  are	  an	  important	  source	  of	  knowledge	  about	  a	  research	  field	  and	  in	  extension	  society	  (Eriksen	  2001),	  and	  were	  here	  made	  between	  September	  2014	  and	  January	  2015.	  They	  produced	  a	  first	  preliminary	  understanding	  of	  mediation	  strategies	  practice	  and	  allow	  a	  first	  evolution	  of	  them.	  	  As	  well,	   the	   participant	   observation	   point	   towards	   challenges	  mediators	  might	  experience	  and	  therefore	  the	   insights	  given	  here	  make	  also	  a	  compelling	  case	  why	  the	  present	  study	  and	  in	  consequence	  the	  next	  chapter	  (particular	  on	  conflict	  approaches)	  are	  of	   importance	   for	  mediators	  who	   find	   themselves	  managing	   conflicts	  on	  whatever	  level.	  As	  has	  been	  argued	  in	  the	  introduction	  of	  this	  paper,	  challenges	  I	  encountered	  on	  the	  small	  scale,	  individuals,	  organizations	  and	  states	  are	  likely	  to	  meet	  on	  big	  scales.	  	  	  I	   will	   use	   the	   following	   part	   to	   describe	   one	   conflict	   cases	   I	   have	  mediated	   in,	  which	   is	   not	   to	   be	   confused	  with	   the	  mediation	   cases	   introduced	   in	   the	  methodology	  chapter	  and	  which	  will	  be	  in	  depth	  analyzed	  in	  chapter	  six.	  	  
4.1	  ‘Small	  Places,	  large	  issues’	  –	  A	  conflict	  case	  from	  the	  practice	  During	   the	  participant	   observation	   I	   oriented	  myself	   on	   the	  mediation	   strategy	  theory	   outlined	   in	   the	   previous	   chapter,	   which	   applies	   for	   the	   categorization	   of	  international	  as	  well	  as	  domestic	  mediation	  efforts	  (Kleiboer	  1998).	  	  Steps	  planned	  and	  implemented	  when	  trying	  to	  solve	  the	  conflict	  will	  be	  briefly	  described-­‐	  the	  case	  description	  does	  not	  fall	   into	  the	  trap	  of	  overstretching	  its	  analysis	  due	  the	  analytical	  framework	  similar	  to	  the	  one	  introduced	  in	  the	  methodology	  chapter	  :	  History	   of	   the	   conflict,	  mediation	   efforts,	   and	   outcome.	   This	   tight	   frame	   supports	   the	  focus	  on	  only	  the	  most	  essential	  aspects.	  	  In	  the	  case	  of	  a	  customer,	  providing	  therapy	  session	  and	  a	  former	  client	  refusing	  to	  pay	  for	   the	   this	   received	   service,	   I	   have	   chosen	   to	   apply	   the	   manipulative	   strategy,	   the	  strategy	  with	  the	  highest	  mediator	  involvement	  (see	  for	  instance	  Bercovitch	  2009).	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The	  customer	  found	  himself	  involved	  in	  a	  conflict	  where	  he	  and	  the	  other	  conflict	  party	  had	  incompatible	  positions,	  of	  one	  party	  insisting	  of	  getting	  paid	  (without	  involving	  the	  law	   or	   debt	   collecting	   agency)	   and	   the	   other	   party	   insisting	   on	   not	   owing	   a	   payment.	  After	  a	  first	  reminder	  regarding	  the	  outstanding	  debt	  had	  been	  sent,	  he	  involved	  me	  to	  mediate	   the	   conflict	   between	  him	  and	   the	   former	   client.	   	   For	   its	  management,	   I	  made	  suggestion	   and	   proposals	   (e.g.	   the	   possibility	   of	   payment	   by	   installments).	   Besides,	   I	  applied	   pressure	   in	   making	   the	   parties	   aware	   of	   the	   costs	   of	   non-­‐	   agreement.	   After	  communicating	   with	   the	   parties	   partial	   individually,	   I	   would	   supply	   and	   filter	  information.	  Part	  of	  the	  strategy	  was	  also	  to	  change	  expectations	  of	  the	  parties	  involved	  as	  well	  as	  to	  press	  them	  to	  show	  flexibility.	  When	  one	  party	  showed	  such	  a	  treat,	  I	  would	  reward	  the	  party’s	  concession.	  	  Nevertheless,	   since	   the	   involvement	   of	   a	   debt-­‐collecting	   agency	   was	   necessary,	   this	  conflict	   mediation	   case	   is	   considered	   as	   failure,	   since	   it	   did	   not	   lead	   to	   conflict	  settlement	   or	   transformation.	   The	   main	   challenged	   was	   to	   convince	   parties	   to	   make	  concessions,	  and	  in	  general	  to	  provide	  attractiveness	  to	  keep	  the	  parties	  on	  the	  table	  and	  find	  a	  solution	  that	  is	  more	  attractive	  than	  the	  conflict	  situation.	  Therefore,	  in	  regards	  to	  the	  problem	  formulation,	  this	  mediation	  strategy	  applied	  during	  the	  time	  of	  participant	  observation	  appeared	  to	  be	  ineffective.	  	  Likewise	  two	  other	  mediation	  cases	  failed	  to	  bring	  about	  change,	  not	  in	  form	  of	  a	  conflict	   settlement	   nor	   resolution.	   For	   managing	   the	   second	   I	   would	   apply	  communicative-­‐facilitation	  strategy,	  and	  for	  third	  I	  had	  chosen	  formulative	  strategy.	  
	  
4.2	  Implications	  and	  conclusions	  	  	  	  As	  the	  three	  different	  conflict	  cases	  failed	  to	  be	  settled	  or	  let	  alone	  transformed	  one	  might	  wonder:	  What	  keeps	  going	  wrong?	  In	  each	  of	  the	  mediation	  request	  I	  had	  free	  authority	   regarding	   the	   mediation	   process,	   but	   no	   influence	   respecting	   the	   outcome.	  Therefore	  one	  might	  asks	  what	  can	  be	  known	  about	  the	  connection	  between	  mediation	  strategy	   and	   its	   ability	   to	   bring	   about	   change,	   which	   referrers	   to	   the	   supplementary	  questions	   posed	   in	   the	   introduction.	   We	   must	   also	   be	   reminded	   that	   mediation	   is	   a	  voluntarily	   conflict	   management	   tool	   (Silbey	   and	   Merry	   1986),	   which	   means	   in	  consequence	  that	  the	  mediator	  is	  asked	  to	  contribute	  to	  the	  situation	  in	  a	  way,	  that	  the	  disputing	   parties	   feel	   that	   they	   are	   better	   of	   with	   than	   without	   it	   (Ibid.,	   Bercovitch	  2009).	  In	  particular	  interesting	  to	  ask	  after	  the	  participant	  observation	  is	  which	  factors	  influence	  the	  outcome	  of	  certain	  mediation	  strategies.	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Without	  doubt,	  there	  are	  most	  likely	  many	  factors	  to	  be	  considered	  when	  analyzing	  (the	  effectiveness	   of)	   mediation	   strategies,	   such	   as	   status	   of	   the	   third	   party,	   or	   the	  relationship	  between	  the	  parties	  involved	  in	  a	  conflict.	  Nevertheless,	  since	  Ramsbotham	  et	  al.	   (2011),	  one	  of	   the	  main	  works	   found	   in	   the	  conflict	   resolution	   field,	   stresses	   the	  importance	   of	   conflict	   approaches	   for	   the	   understanding	   and	   transforming	   of	   conflict,	  we	  will	  among	  others	  explore	  this	  part	  of	  the	  theory	  in	  the	  next	  chapter.	  Hence,	   with	   the	   help	   of	   the	   compressed	   evaluation	   of	   the	   experiences	   made	  during	   the	   participant	   observation	   the	   need	   for	   a	  more	   far-­‐reaching	   understanding	   is	  surfacing,	   both	   theoretically	   and	   empirically.	   Therefore,	   even	   with	   some	   analytical	  shortcomings,	   this	   short	   conflict	   case	   description	   only	   paved	   the	   road	   for	   further	  analyses.	  	  At	  this	  point,	   the	  obvious	  challenge	  is	  to	  dive	  deeper	   into	  the	  theory	  to	   include	  factors	  that	  were	   not	   yet	   in	   focus.	  We	  will	   turn	   once	  more	   to	   the	   here	   presented	   case	   in	   the	  conclusion	   to	   see,	   if	   a	   second	   consultation	   of	   the	   literature	   as	   well	   as	   the	   case	   study	  analyses	  of	  the	  chosen	  mediators	  (Nelson	  Mandela,	  Bill	  Clinton	  and	  Mikhail	  Gorbachev)	  will	   provide	   learning	   how	   to	   constructively	   manage	   and	   eventual	   change	   the	   here	  introduced	  conflict	  case.	  	  As	   we	   are	   now	   moving	   from	   the	   concrete	   (participant	   observation)	   to	   the	   abstract	  (second	  consultation	  of	  the	  theory)	  the	  inductive	  approach	  is	  performed.	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5	  Second	  Consultation	  of	  the	  theory	  	  The	  aim	  of	  the	  previous	  chapter	  was	  to	  suggest	  that	  a	  mere	  knowing	  and	  applying	  of	  the	  specific	  theory	  on	  mediation	  strategy	  does	  not	  necessarily	  lead	  to	  conflict	  settlement	  or	  transformation	  in	  practice.	  The	  arising	  argument	  is	  therefore,	  that	  there	  is	  a	  need	  to	  gain	  a	   deeper	   understanding	   on	   theory	   regarding	   how	   to	   transform	   conflicts	   (Conflict	  
approaches	  –see	  below),	  and	  to	  investigate	  what	  the	  current	  standard	  of	  knowledge	  is	  in	  regards	  to	  how	  mediation	  strategy	  is	  related	  to	  mediation	  outcome	  (Mediation	  strategies	  
evaluation	   –	   second	  part	  of	   this	   chapter).	   In	   exploring	   theoretical	   accounts	  on	   conflict	  approaches	  and	  the	  evaluation	  of	  mediation	  strategies,	  the	  supplementary	  questions	  are	  honoured.	   If	   we	   recall,	   they	   circle	   around	   questions	   how	   conflict	   understanding	   or	  approach	  of	   the	  mediators	  relate	   to	  mediation	  strategies	   in	  use	  and	  their	  effect	  on	  the	  conflict	  situation.	  	  	   They	  following	  segments	  of	  the	  conflict	  resolution	  and	  mediation	  theory	  will	  be,	  as	   it	   the	   case	   with	   the	   theoretical	   accounts	   given	   in	   the	   chapter	   First	   reading	   of	   the	  
theory,	  tested	  empirically	  in	  the	  next	  chapter,	  the	  Analysis.	  	  
5.1	  Conflict	  understanding	  and	  approaches	  According	  to	  Ramsbotham	  et	  al.	  the	  way	  we	  usually	  deal	  with	  conflict	  is	  a	  matter	  of	   habit	   and	   choice	   and	   ‘It	   is	   possible	   to	   change	   habitual	   responses	   and	   exercises	  intelligent	  choices.’	  (2011:	  17).	  Conflict	  resolution	  has	  set	  itself	  the	  task	  to	  explore	  and	  understand	  how	  these	  habitual	  responses	  can	  be	  changed,	  and	  which	  and	  how	  amongst	  others,	  mediators	  might	  contribute	  to	  change	  (violent)	  conflicts	  in	  general.	  	  Underlying,	  the	   authors	   speak	   of	   the	   importance	   of	   having	   conflict	   understanding	   in	   order	   to	  ‘exercise’	  and	  bring	  about	  alternatives	  to	  a	  present	  conflict	  situation.	  	  For	  this	  to	  be	  possible	  I	  argue	  on	  the	  base	  of	  having	  consulted	  only	  a	  small	   fraction	  of	  theory	  on	  mediation	  theory	  and	  on	  having	  done	  participant	  observation	  on	  its	  ground,	  a	  understanding	  of	  conflict	  approaches	  is	  needed.	  	  Ramsbotham	  et	   al.	   (2011)	   state,	   in	   general,	   a	   typical	   habit	   in	   conflict	   is	   to	   give	  very	   high	   priority	   to	   defending	   one’s	   own	   interest.	   But,	   so	   the	   argument	   of	   conflict	  resolution	  theory,	  this	  is	  not	  the	  only	  way	  to	  response	  to	  conflict.	  	  There	  are	   five	  approaches	   to	  conflict,	  distinguishes	  by	  whether	  concern	   for	  Self	  and	   concern	   for	  Others	   is	   high	   or	   low	   (Katz	   and	  Lawyer	  2010).	   The	   figure	   1.1	   below,	  showing	   a	   classical	   conflict	   resolution	   model,	   illustrates	   the	   five	   conflict	   approaches,	  distinguished	  by	  whether	  concern	  for	  Self	  and	  concern	  for	  Other	  is	  high	  or	  low.	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  Figure	  1.1.	  Source:	  from	  Ramsbothan	  et	  al.,	  2011	  
	   When	   having	   high	   concern	   for	   Self	   and	   low	   concern	   for	   Other,	   the	   conflict	  approach	   is	   called	   (1)	   contending.	   An	   alternative	   is	   to	   (2)	   yield,	  which	   implies	   higher	  concern	   for	   the	   interest	   of	   Other	   than	   Self.	   To	   avoid	   conflict	   and	   to	   (3)	   withdraw,	  suggests	  a	  low	  concern	  for	  both	  Self	  and	  Other.	  Yet,	  another	  style	  is	  to	  balance	  concern	  for	  the	  interests	  of	  Self	  and	  Other,	  leading	  to	  a	  search	  for	  (4)	  compromise	  (Ramsbothan	  et	  al.	  2011).	  The	   fifth	  alternative,	  seen	  by	  many	   in	   the	  conflict	  resolution	   field	  as	  most	  desirable,	  is	  (5)	  problem-­‐solving	  approach,	  characterized	  by	  a	  high	  concern	  for	  Self	  and	  other.	  It	  is	  also	  this	  approach,	  which	  is	  highly	  useful	  to	  generate	  energies	  ‘to	  search	  for	  a	  creative	  problem-­‐solving	  outcome’	  (Ibid:	  17).	  This	  implies	  strong	  assertion	  of	  one’s	  own	  interest	  but	  equal	  awareness	  of	  the	  aspirations	  and	  needs	  of	  the	  other.	  	  	  When	  the	  approaches	  of	  two	  parties	  are	  considered	  together,	  Ramsbotham	  et	  al.	  (2011)	  assess	   that	   parties	   involved	   in	   a	   conflict	   are	   usually	   inclined	   to	   see	   theirs	   interest	   as	  diametrically	  opposed.	  Figure	  1.2	  below	  shows	  various	  possible	  outcomes	  of	  conflict:	  	  	  Two	  possible	  outcomes	  are	  seen	  to	  be	  win-­‐lose	  (one	  wins,	  the	  other	  loses;	  point	  1	  and	  2)	   or	   compromise	   (difference	   is	   split,	   point	   3).	   But	   in	   fact,	   there	   is	   a	  more	   prevalent	  outcome	   to	   conflicts:	  both	   lose	   (point	  0),	   conflict	   resolution	  analyses	  have	   shown	   that	  this	  is	  much	  more	  common	  than	  generally	  supposed	  (Ibid.).	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  Figure	  1.2.	  Source:	  from	  Ramsbothan	  et	  al.,	  2011	  	  Hence,	   traditionally	   the	   task	   of	   conflict	   resolution	   and	  management	   has	   been	   seen	   to	  help	  parties	  who	  perceive	  their	  situation	  as	  zero-­‐sum	  (Self’s	  gain	  is	  Other’s	  loss)	  to	  re-­‐perceive	   it	  as	  non-­‐zero-­‐sum	  conflict	  (in	  which	  both	  may	  gain	  or	  may	   lose)	  (Ibid.,	  Read	  2010).	  Then	  the	  task	  is,	  so	  Ramsbotham	  et	  al.,	  to	  assist	  parties	  to	  move	  in	  the	  positive-­‐sum	   direction	   (point	   4).	   Henceforth,	   the	   most	   interesting	   process	   from	   a	   conflict	  resolution	   perspective	   is	   to	   transform	   the	   mutual	   loss	   that	   actually	   occurs	   most	  commonly	  in	  conflict	  situations	  into	  mutual	  gain.	  Mediations	  strategies	  can	  contribuate	  in	   ‘changeing	   the	   player’s	   perceptions	   and	   calculations	   of	   gain	   –and	   eventually	  relationship	  –	  by	  reframing	  the	  conflict	  as	  a	  shared	  problem.	  All	  key	  stakeholders	  must	  be	   persuaded	   that	   excising	   strategies	   lead	   to	   lose-­‐lose	   impasse	   and	   that	   preferable	  alternatives	  are	  available	  and	  will	  be	  to	  their	  advantages.’	  (Ibid.	  20).	  	  	  Mediation,	   as	   the	   main	   instrument	   of	   conflict	   management	   (Bercovitch	   2006),	   has	  accordingly	  the	  task	  to	  move	  the	  parties’	  perception	  and	  conflict	  situation	  from	  the	  ‘win-­‐lose’	  diagonal	  to	  ‘lose-­‐lose	  or	  win-­‐win’	  diagonal	  (Ramsbothan	  2011).	  	  Kleiboer	   states,	   that	   is	   has	   been	   argued	   that	   some	   issues,	   such	   as	   disputes	   that	   arise	  from	  deep-­‐rooted	  values	  or	  ideologies	  are	  basically	  zero-­‐sum	  (1996).	  The	  Cold	  War	  is	  an	  example	   of	   ideological	   conflict,	   as	   it	   arose	   out	   of	   opposing	   political,	   military	   and	  economic	   beliefs	   between	   the	   Soviet	   Union	   and	   the	   U.S.	   Those	   kind	   of	   conflicts	   leave	  according	  to	  some	  scholars	  no	  room	  mediation.	  Whereas	  more	  interest	  related	  conflicts	  are	   more	   amenable	   for	   conflict	   management	   to	   turn	   into	   possibly	   positive	   –sum	  (Kleiboer	  1996).	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Fisher	   identified	   that	   constructive	   analysis	   and	   creative	   problem	   solving	   between	  antagonists	   can	   be	   most	   satisfactorily	   implemented	   with	   the	   help	   of	   a	   skilled	   and	  knowledgeable	   third	  party	  (Fisher	  1997).	  Zartmann	  (2000)	  asserts	   that	  a	  constructive	  ambiguity	   is	   needed	   for	   creative	  new	   solutions.	   For	   instance,	   even	   to	   one	  of	   the	  most	  difficult	   challenges	   in	  ethnic	   conflict,	   sovereignty	   solutions	  have	  been	  crafted	  with	   the	  help	  of	  looser	  and	  more	  creative	  concepts	  of	  divisible	  sovereignty	  (Ibid.).	  Fisher	   argues	   furthermore	   that	  mediation	   needs	   to	   address	   relationship	   issues	  (misperceptions	  or	  unmet	  basic	  needs)	  and	  in	  this	  way	  mediation	  ought	  to	  take	  a	  social-­‐psychological	   approach.	   	  He	   states,	   that	   the	   conflict	  will	   be	   resolved	  only	  by	  mutually	  acceptable	  solutions	  that	  are	  developed	  through	  joint	  interaction	  (Fisher	  1997).	  In	  line	  with	   this	  Bercovitch	   (2007)	   states	   that	   categorically	   ‘we	  can	  say	   that	  an	  outcome	   that	  satisfies	  both	  parties	  (even	  if	  we	  don’t	  quite	  know	  how	  to	  assess	  that)	  is	  more	  likely	  to	  be	  stable,	  longer-­‐lasting,	  and,	  thus,	  more	  successful	  (293).	  	  	  	  Derived	   from	   these	   accounts,	   one	   can	   question	   if	   with	   the	   right	  mediation	   strategy	   a	  reality	  for	  the	  involved	  parties	  of	  a	  conflict	  can	  be	  created,	  which	  enables	  them	  to	  obtain	  more	   from	   a	   conflict	   than	   they	   would	   if	   remaining	   in	   the	   conflict.	   The	   theoretical	  remarks	   speak	   conflict	   management	   given	   the	   chance	   of	   transforming	   competitive	  forces	  into	  another	  supporting	  entities,	  which	  start	  cooperation	  for	  their	  mutual	  benefit.	  These	   remarks	   are	   also	   in	   line	   with	   earlier	   statements	   in	   this	   paper,	   claiming	   that	  mediators	  attempt	  to	  be	  ‘agents	  of	  change’	  (Bercovitch	  2007:	  301)	  and	  transformation.	  	  	  In	  line	  with	  this,	  mediation	  strategies,	  the	  art	  of	  creating	  a	  plan	  of	  movements	  and	  main	  objective	   of	   this	   study,	   can	   be	   seen	   to	   evolve	   around	   the	   notion	   of	   enlighten	   and	  achieving	   mutually	   beneficial	   outcome	   of	   the	   parties	   involved	   in	   a	   conflict	   From	  consulting	  the	  theory	  and	  drawing	  on	  my	  own	  experience,	  I	  conclude	  that	  mediation	  is	  a	  strategic	  engagement	  between	  parties	  and	  a	  mediator,	  which	  may	  not	  only	  ought	  to	  stop	  violence	  in	  for	  instance	  large-­‐scale	  interstate	  conflicts	  or	  even	  facilitate	  	  as	  settlement.	  It	  seems	  equally	  important	  to	  change	  the	  parties’	  perception,	  which	  usually	  view	  a	  conflict	  in	  zero-­‐sum	  term,	   to	  see	   the	  win-­‐win	  potential,	   then	  so	  conflict	   transformation	  can	  be	  available.	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5.2	  Mediation	  strategies	  evaluation	  An	   interesting	   question	   to	   ask	   now	   is	   how	   the	   different	   mediation	   strategies	  perform	  to	  bring	  about	  change,	  hence	  how	  are	  the	  mediation	  strategies	  evaluated	  in	  the	  research	  community?	  	  We	   know	   by	   now,	   that	   commonly	   mediation	   is	   seen	   to	   take	   place	   along	   a	  spectrum	  of	  intervention,	  which	  ranges	  from	  fairly	  passive	  to	  active	  (Bercovitch	  2006).	  As	   shown	   in	   the	   chapter	  First	  Reading	  of	   the	  Theory,	   Touval	   and	   Zartman	   (1985)	   and	  Bercovitch	   (2006),	   distinguish	   between	   what	   they	   refer	   to	   as	   communication-­‐facilitative,	   formulative,	   and	   manipulative	   types	   of	   mediation	   strategy.	   Few	   studies	  attempted	  to	  assess	  the	  effectiveness	  of	  different	  strategies	  (Bercovitch	  2007).	  	  Yet,	   Bercovitch	   and	  Houston	   (1996)	   and	   Bercovitch	   and	   Lee	   (2000)	   examined	  the	   relationship	   between	   mediation	   strategies	   and	   mediation	   outcome.	   According	   to	  their	  analyses,	  there	  emerges	  a	  clear	  pattern	  that	  shows	  that	  the	  likelihood	  of	  achieving	  a	   successful	   mediation	   outcome	   (settlement,	   ceasefire,	   conflict	   transformation)	   is	  highest	   when	   manipulative	   strategies	   are	   employed.	   This	   seems	   particular	   the	   case	  when	   disputes	   are	   intense.	   The	   authors	   conclude,	   mediators	   who	   possess	   the	   ability,	  opportunity,	  and	  resources	  to	  initiate	  and	  engage	  in	  active	  mediation	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  produce	  an	  outcome	  indicating	  change	  of	   the	  conflict	  situation	  compared	  to	  powerless	  mediators	  who	  put	  their	  faith	  into	  communicative	  strategies	  (only).	   	  Wallensteen	   and	   Svensson	   (2014)	   review	   the	   work	   of	   others	   who	   traced	   the	  connection	  between	  strategy	  and	  mediation	  outcome.	  They	  state,	  while	  Möller	  find	  that	  facilitative	  and	  formulate	  strategies	  are	  more	  useful	  in	  territorial	  wars,	  Nathan	  suggests	  that	   for	   instance	   international	  mediation	  becomes	   counterproductive	  when	  mediators	  try	  to	  press	  or	  threaten	  the	  warring	  parties.	  On	  the	  contrary	  states	  Sisk	  that	  there	   is	  a	  need	   for	   powerful	   peacemaking,	   using	   eg.	   persuasion,	   pressure,	   and	   even	   military	  power.	  	  These	   and	  more	   references	   have	   not	   led	   to	   a	   consensus	   that	  major	   powers	   or	  coercive	  strategies	  are	  optimal,	  so	  Wallensteen	  and	  Svensson	  (2014).	  But	  they	  identify	  a	  promising	  solution	  suggested	  by	  Bercovitch	  and	  Gartner’s	  work	  (2009):	  They	  find	  that	  strategies	   that	   push	   the	   parties	   towards	   a	   settlement	   appear	   more	   effective	   in	   high-­‐intensity	   conflicts.	   In	   low-­‐intensity	   conflicts,	   instead,	   directive	   or	   pushing	   strategies	  seem	   less	   effective	   and	   procedural	   strategies	   seem	   more	   optimal.	   Wallensteen	   and	  Svensson	  observe,	  that	  mediators	  tend	  to	  use	  manipulative	  strategies	  to	  achieve	  formal	  agreements	   and	   reduce	   overall	   crisis	   abatement	   (2014).	   Terris	   and	  Maoz	   (2006)	   find	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that	  mediators	  in	  international	  system	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  employ	  a	  more	  intrusive	  style	  like	   manipulation.	   According	   to	   examinations	   conducted	   by	   Bercovitch,	   manipulative	  strategies	   enjoyed	   roughly	   a	   52	   percent	   success	   rate	   in	   international	   dispute.	   Also	  Wilkenfeld	  et	  al.	  (2005)	  assert,	  that	  aggressive	  and	  substantively	  intrusive	  strategies	  are	  most	   successful	   at	   generating	   a	   formal	   agreement.	   They	   authors	   also	   conclude,	   that	  crisis	   in	  which	  mediators	   adopt	   a	  manipulative	   style	   to	   deal	  with	   disputants,	   achieve	  higher	   average	   benefits	   than	   crises	   that	   are	   either	   unmediated	   or	   marked	   only	   by	  facilitation.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  some	  scholars	  (see	  for	  instance	  Kleiboer	  1998	  or	  Keashly	  and	   Fisher	   1991)	   promote	   facilitation	   over	   formulation	   and	   manipulation,	   arguable	  since	   it	   serves	   to	  ensure	   that	   the	  outcome	   to	   the	  crisis	   is	  generate	  by	   the	  crisis	  actors	  themselves	  (Wilkenfeld	  et	  al.	  2005).	  	  Three	  claims	  are	  being	  made	  with	  respect	  to	  mediation	  strategy:	  	  	  1) More	  active	  strategies	  seem	  more	  effective	  to	  bring	  about	  change	  (Bercovitch	  et	  al.	  1991).	  2) Active	   strategies	   can	   affect,	   and	   be	   responsive	   to,	   a	   wider	   variety	   of	   dispute	  situations	  than	  less	  active	  mediator	  strategies	  (Bercovitch	  et	  al.	  1991).	  3) Less	  active	  strategies,	  are	  seen	  to	  activate	  to	  parties	   to	  come	  to	  a	  settlement	  or	  resolution	  themselves	  (Kochan	  1981,	  Kleiboer	  1998).	  
In	   general	   theory	   on	   mediation	   strategy	   suggest,	   that	   directive	   strategies	   are	   more	  effective,	  in	  particular	  e.g.	  in	  international	  militarized	  conflicts	  (Bercovitch	  and	  Houston	  1993).	  However,	  Bercovitch	  found	  that	  communication	  strategies	  were	  most	  likely	  to	  be	  employed	  but	  less	  likely	  leading	  to	  successful	  outcome	  (Bercovitch	  and	  Lee	  2003).	  	  
This	  chapter	  accounted	  for	  a	  second	  and	  more	  thorough	  reviewing	  of	  the	  theory,	  which	  enables	  us	  to	  read	  and	  analyse	  the	  mediation	  cases,	  performed	  in	  the	  next	  chapter,	  in	  a	  sound	   way,	   as	   we	   now	   know	   what	   to	   look	   for.	   As	   well,	   since	   we	   have	   established	   a	  deeper	   understanding	   of	   conflict	   approaches,	   mediators	   role	   in	   how	   to	   bring	   about	  change,	  and	  current	  stances	  on	  which	  mediation	  strategies	  appear	  effective	  we	  are	  now	  testing	  the	  theoretical	  account	  empirically.	  	  	  	  And	  as	  we	  are	  now	  moving	  from	  the	  abstract,	   the	  theory,	   to	  the	  concrete,	   the	  Analysis,	  the	  dialectic	  take	  of	  this	  study	  becomes	  once	  more	  apparent.	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4	  Analysis	  	  This	  chapter	  consists	  of	   three	   in-­‐depth	  analyses	  oft	   the	  most	   relevant	  accounts	  on	   the	  mediation	  strategies	  traceable	  when	  studying	  the	  three	  chosen	  mediators.	  The	  analytical	  framework	   structures	   with	   corresponding	   headlines	   the	   longer	   sections	   of	   analysis.	  Keeping	   in	   line	   with	   the	   flow	   of	   events	   and	   happenings,	   I	   refer	   to	   analytical	   and	  theoretical	   points	   extracted	   from	   the	   previous	   section	   as	   well	   from	   complementary	  literature.	  Conclusions	  at	  the	  end	  of	  each	  case	  study	  indicate	  the	  movement	  to	  the	  next	  case	  or	  chapter.	  	  	  
4.1	  Nelson	  Mandela	  and	  the	  Apartheid	  conflict	  in	  South	  Africa	  	  In	   the	   following	   I	   do	   not	   attempt	   to	   provide	   a	   complete	   explanation	   of	   the	  overthrow	  of	   apartheid	   and	   transition	   to	  majority	   rule.	   For	  my	  purpose,	   focus	   lies	   on	  Mandela’s	   efforts	   and	   role	   as	   a	   mediator	   to	   manage	   the	   conflict,	   as	   well	   as	   applied	  mediation	  strategies.	  	  	  
4.1.1	  History	  of	  the	  conflict	  Often	  referred	  in	  the	  literature	  as	  Mandela’s	  struggle	  or	  walk	  to	  freedom	  (title	  of	  this	  biography),	  was	  the	  on-­‐going	  conflict	  over	  apartheid	  between	  the	  African	  National	  Congress	  ANC	  and	  the	  white	  minority	  Nationalist	  government.	  	  Racial	   segregation	   began	   in	   South	   Africa	   in	   colonial	   times	   under	   the	   Dutch	  Empire.	  It	  continued	  under	  the	  British	  rule,	  when	  overtaking	  the	  Cape	  of	  Good	  Hope	  in	  1795.	  	  It	   is	   said	   that	   most	   white	   South	   African	   accepted	   the	   prevailing	   patterns	   of	   racial	  segregation	   throughout	   the	   centuries	   (Lodge	   2003).	   As	   officially	   structured	   policy,	  apartheid	  was	   introduced	   after	   the	   general	   election	  of	   1948.	   Consequently,	   legislation	  classified	   inhabitant	   into	   racial	   groups,	   non-­‐white	   South	   Africans	   were	   removed	   and,	  among	   others,	   non-­‐white	   political	   representation	   was	   abolished	   in	   the	   1970s	   (Ibid.,	  Deegan	  2001).	  	  	  On	  the	  other	  side,	  propositions	  of	  a	  democratic	  and	  racially	  inclusive	  South	  Africa	  went	  back	  to	  the	  founding	  of	  the	  ANC	  in	  1912	  and	  were	  articulated	  in	  the	  organization’s	  Freedom	   Charter	   of	   1955.	   The	   apartheid	   politics	   sparked	   internal	   resistance	   and	  violence	  and	  from	  the	  1950s,	  popular	  protests	  and	  uprisings	  were	  met	  with	  imprisoning	  of	  anti-­‐apartheid	  leaders	  and	  the	  banning	  of	  oppositions	  (Deegan	  2001).	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Mandela	  himself	  had	  played	  a	  key	  role	  in	  the	  early	  1960s	  in	  persuading	  the	  ANC	  to	  reject	  the	  philosophy	  of	  non-­‐violence;	  it	  was	  also	  for	  this	  that	  he	  was	  sentenced	  to	  life	  in	  prison	  (Read	   2010).	   In	   his	   autobiography	   Mandela	   notes	   that	   many	   anti-­‐apartheid	   activists	  demanded	  a	  victory	  on	  the	  battlefield	  and	  not	  on	  the	  negotiation	  table	  (Mandela	  1994).	  There	  were	  also	   influential	  players	  among	  the	  defenders	  of	  apartheid	  who	  in	  a	  similar	  way	  looked	  forward	  to	  a	  violent	  showdown.	  The	  years	  from	  1976	  to	  1989	  were	  marked	  by	  each	  party	  expressing	  and	  increasing	  their	  power	  by	  means	  of	  threats,	  intimidations	  and	  real	  damage	  inflicting	  on	  the	  other	  side.	  By	  the	  time,	  the	  situation	  seemed	  indeed	  to	  be	  truly	  intractable,	  50.000	  activist	  from	  the	  ANC	  and	  other	  anti-­‐government	  parties	  had	  been	  detained	  without	  trials,	  and	  4000	  were	  killed.	  Meanwhile,	  the	  ANC	  had	  embarked	  on	  and	  publicly	  committed	  itself	  to	  a	  violent	  path	  to	  revolution	  (Deegan	  2001).	  	  	  
4.1.2	  Mediation	  efforts	  	  and	  conflict	  development	  	  For	   the	  27	  years	  of	   imprisonment,	  Mandela	   still	   acted	   as	  de	   facto	   leader	  of	   the	  ANC.	   Throughout	   the	   1980s	   the	   relationship	   between	   the	   ANC	   and	   the	   South	   African	  government	  was	  characterized	  by	  mutual	  mistrust	  and	  antagonism.	  Mass	  protest	  taken	  place	  in	  South	  Africa	  caused	  the	  government,	  lead	  under	  president	  P.W.	  Botha	  to	  declare	  a	   state	   of	   emergency	   by	   the	   mid	   1980’s.	   Mandela,	   when	   recognizing	   the	   stalemate	  situation	  and	   its	  potential	  escalation,	  he	  announced	  1985	   that	  he	   is	  willing	   to	  mediate	  between	   the	   ANC	   and	   the	   government.	   His	   stance	   towards	   his	   works	   reads	   like	   this,	  found	  in	  an	  interview	  at	  the	  first	  press	  conference	  in	  1990:	  	  	  ‘Well,	  in	  a	  sense	  I	  have	  been	  acting	  as	  a	  mediator	  because	  I	  believe	  the	  first	  step	  towards	  a	   solution	   of	   our	   problems	   is	   a	  meeting	   between	   the	   ANC	   and	   the	   government.’	   (The	  Nelson	  Mandela	  Foundation	  n.d.	  a).	  In	  the	  letter	  to	  Botha	  from	  1989	  he	  made	  clear	  that	  his	   role	  was	   that	   to	   ‘act	  as	  a	   facilitator’	   (Allen:	  2002:	  155),	  and	   to	  explore	   the	  difficult	  terrain	   together	  with	   the	   state’s	   representatives,	   ‘by	   explaining	   the	   ANC’s	   policy	   on	   a	  number	  of	  thorny	  issues’	  (Ibid.).	  And	  in	  an	  interview	  in	  the	  year	  2000	  about	  a	  meeting	  with	  De	  Klerk	  (successor	  of	  Botha)	  in	  the	  end	  of	  1989	  he	  states	  that	  he	  ‘[...]	  went	  to	  see	  him	  because	  I	  wanted	  to	  convince	  him	  that	  it	  is	  important	  that	  the	  government	  and	  the	  ANC	  side	  asides,	  they	  should	  sit	  down	  and	  negotiate’	  (cnn.com	  transcript).	  The	  exchange	  between	   Mandela	   and	   the	   South	   African	   leaders	   presiding	   over	   apartheid	   it	   often	  claimed	  to	  be	  an	  example	  of	  peaceful	  diplomatic	  work	  (see	  for	  instance	  Lodge	  2003).	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Imprisoned	   on	   Robben	   Island,	   Mandela	   held	   secrets	   talks	   with	   the	   National	   Party	  government	   beginning	   1987,	  without	   the	   foreknowledge	   or	   approval	   of	   the	   executive	  committee	  of	  the	  ANC.	  The	  ANC’s	  policy	  all	  along	  had	  been	  to	  hold	  negotiations	  with	  the	  South	   African	   government,	   but	   none	   of	   its	   preconditions	   (unbanning	   of	   the	   ANC,	  releasing	   all	   political	   prisoners)	   were	  met.	   Mandela’s	   saw	   the	   challenge	   to	   prevent	   a	  course	  of	  events	   that	  would,	   according	   to	  him,	  be	  devastating	   for	  both	  conflict	  parties	  (Read	  2010).	  In	  his	  autobiography	  he	  states	  that	  is	  was	  in	  both	  sides’	   interest	  to	  avoid	  being	   ‘plunged	   into	  a	  dark	  night	  of	  oppression,	  violence	  and	  war	   […|	   It	   simply	  did	  not	  make	  sense	  for	  both	  sides	  to	  lose	  thousands	  if	  not	  millions	  of	  lives	  in	  a	  conflict	  that	  was	  unnecessary’	   (Mandela	   1994:	   525).	   At	   the	   same	   time,	   he	   was	   to	   do	   so	   without	  renouncing	  the	  ANC’s	  and	  his	  basic	  principles	  (Read	  2010).	  	  Mandela’s	  aim	  in	  these	  talks	  was	   to	   foster	   future	   negotiation	   between	   the	   government	   and	   the	   ANC	   leadership	  (Galluccio	  2015).	  	  	  Meanwhile,	  from	  the	  conversations	  with	  the	  prison	  guards,	  he	  began	  to	  understand	  that	  white	   South	   Afrikaners	  were	   in	   the	   conflict	  mainly	   driven	   by	   fear	   of	   the	  much	   larger	  black	  population.	  He	  understood	   that	   the	  white	  minority	  could	  not	  believe	   that	  blacks	  would	  ever	  truly	  share	  power	  with	  them	  (Boyd-­‐Judson	  2005).	  In	  an	  interview	  deducted	  1990	  this	  matter	  is	  addressed	  by	  the	  interviewer	  and	  Mandela’s	  reply	  reads	  as	  followed:	  ‘The	  ANC	   is	  very	  much	  concerned	   to	  address	   the	  question	  of	   the	  concern	  Whites	  have	  over	  the	  demand	  of	  one	  person,	  one	  vote.	  	  They	  insist	  on	  structural	  guarantees,	  that	  is	  the	  Whites,	  to	  ensure	  that	  the	  realisation	  of	  this	   demand	   does	   not	   result	   in	   the	   domination	   of	   Whites	   by	   Blacks.	   We	   understand	  those	  feelings	  and	  the	  ANC	  is	  concerned	  to	  address	  that	  problem	  and	  to	  find	  a	  solution	  which	   will	   suit	   both	   the	   Blacks	   and	   Whites	   of	   this	   country’	   (The	   Nelson	   Mandela	  Foundation	  b).	  One	  can	  trace,	  that	  he	  saw	  needs	  and	  interest	  of	  all	  involved	  and	  viewed	  them	  as	  relevant	  to	  the	  process	  of	  managing	  the	  conflict	  (Boyd-­‐Judson	  2005).	  	  He	  spent	  much	  time	  explaining	  the	  ANC	  and	  reassuring	  the	  officials	  that	  white	  rights	  would	  not	  be	  trampled	   under	   majority	   rule	   (Galluccio	   2015).	   Hence	   Mandela	   did	   emphasise	   the	  importance	  for	  mediators	  to	  carefully	  studying	  the	  needs	  and	  interests	  of	  the	  all	  parties	  involved,	  not	  only	  the	  ones,	  which	  might	  be	  close	  to	  the	  person	  of	  the	  mediator.	  In	  1989	  he	  writes	   in	   a	   letter	   to	   President	   P.	  W.	   Botha	   ‘[…]	   I	   now	   consider	   it	   necessary	   in	   the	  national	  interest	  for	  the	  African	  National	  Congress	  and	  the	  government	  to	  meet	  urgently	  to	  negotiate	  an	  effective	  political	  settlement.’	  (Meredith	  2010:	  245).	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In	  the	  letter	  he	  also	  speaks	  of	  the	  necessity	  to	  address	  ‘[…]	  The	  demand	  for	  majority	  rule	  in	  a	  unitary	  state,	  [and]	  secondly,	  the	  concern	  of	  white	  South	  Africa	  over	  this	  demand,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  insistence	  of	  whites	  on	  structural	  guarantees	  that	  majority	  rule	  will	  not	  mean	  domination	  of	  the	  white	  minority	  by	  blacks.’	  (Allen	  2002:	  167).	  	  Nelson	  Mandela’s	  mediation	  strategy	  and	  governmental	  as	  well	  as	  public	  rhetoric	  presence,	   illustrated	   the	   utility	   of	   acknowledgement	   the	   parties	   specific	   universe,	  granting	  each	  party	  a	  space	  from	  where	  to	  mediate	  between.	  As	  well	  he	  employed	  high-­‐intensity,	   honest	   communication.	   For	   instance	   in	   an	   interview	   by	   the	   Johannisburg	  television	  service	  in	  1990,	  Mandela	  informs	  the	  public	  about	  his	  letters	  between	  Botha,	  simply	   reporting	  what	   has	   been	   communicated	   ‘In	   the	   document	  which	   I	   gave	   to	   the	  government	  last	  year,	  shortly	  before	  I	  met	  the	  state	  president,	  P.W.	  Botha,	  I	  said	  that	  two	  issues	  will	  have	  to	  be	  addressed	  by	  the	  ANC	  and	  the	  government:	  firstly,	  the	  demand	  of	  one	  person	  one	  vote	  in	  a	  unitary	  state;	  and	  secondly,	  the	  fears	  of	  whites,	  the	  concern	  of	  whites	   that	   the	   realisation	   of	   this	   demand	  will	   result	   in	   the	   domination	   of	   whites	   by	  blacks.’	  (The	  Nelson	  Mandela	  Foundation	  a).	  	  	  Visits	   and	   talks	   contributed	   to	   a	   growing	  positive	   impression	  among	  white	   elites.	  The	  many	  unofficial	  meetings	  with	   leaders	  ought	   to	  seed	  optimism	  that	  an	  agreement	  was	  possible	   at	   an	   acceptable	   price	   (Galluccio	   2015).	   Welsh	   (2010)	   reports	   about	   this	  meetings:	  	  ‘	   These	   encounters	   […]	   strengthened	   support	   for	   the	  principle	   of	   negotiation	  with	   the	  ANC,	   now	   increasingly	   accepted	   as	   inevitable	   among	   sections	   of	   the	   Afrikaner	   elite’.	  However,	   ‘[…]	  Grassroots	  white	  opinion	   […]	   remained	  generally	  hostile’	   (354).	  By	   late	  1989,	  plans	  for	  negotiations	  were	  established	  as	  well	  as	  frameworks	  for	  an	  agreement	  had	   been	   developed.	   In	   February	   1990	   de	   Klerk	   announced	   he	  would	   lift	   the	   ban	   of,	  among	  others,	  the	  ANC	  and	  all	  political	  prisoners	  including	  Mandela	  would	  be	  released	  (Galluccio	  2015).	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4.1.2.1	  Consensus,	  threat	  and	  proposals	  On	  February	  11,	  1990	  Mandela	  delivered	  his	  first	  public	  speech	  after	  being	  freed	  from	  prison.	  He	  presents	  the	  current	  situation	  as	  deadlock,	  ‘Today	  the	  majority	  of	  South	  Africans,	  black	  and	  white,	  recognize	  that	  apartheid	  has	  no	  future’	  (The	  Nelson	  Mandela	  Foundation	  n.d.).	  In	  the	  speech	  he	  consistently	  signalled	  his	  convictions	  that	  there	  were	  common	  interests	  to	  be	  discussed	  and	  common	  disasters	  to	  be	  avoided:	  	  	  ‘[Apartheid]	  has	   to	  be	  ended	  by	  our	  own	  decisive	  mass	  actions	   in	  order	   to	  build	  peace	  and	  security.	  The	  mass	  campaigns	  of	  defiance	  and	  other	  actions	  of	  our	  organizations	  and	  people	  can	  only	  culminate	  in	  the	  establishment	  of	  democracy.	  The	  apartheid	  destruction	  on	  our	  subcontinent	  is	  incalculable.	  The	  fabric	  of	  family	  life	  of	  millions	  of	  my	  people	  has	  been	  shattered.	  Millions	  are	  homeless	  and	  unemployed.’	  (nytimes.com	  n.d.).	  	  	  He	   presupposes	   as	   a	   basic	   premise	   that	   black	   and	   white	   South	   Africans	   are	   indeed	  member	  of	  the	  same	  political	  community:	  ‘We	  call	  on	  our	  white	  compatriots	  to	  join	  us	  in	  the	  shaping	  of	  a	  new	  South	  Africa.	   I	  have	   fought	  against	  white	  domination,	  and	   I	  have	  fought	   against	   black	   domination.	   I	   have	   cherished	   the	   idea	   of	   a	   democratic	   and	   free	  society	   in	   which	   all	   persons	   live	   together	   in	   harmony	   and	   with	   equal	   opportunities.’	  (Ibid.).	   In	   including	   all	   South	   Africans	   as	   an	   indispensible	   precondition	   to	   common	  political	   community	   he	   stood	   in	   contrast	   with	   the	   ideology	   of	   apartheid,	   which	  pretended	  that	  black	  South	  Africans	  were	  residents	  of	  fictious	  homelands,	  but	  also	  with	  the	   racialist	   assumptions	   of	   for	   instance	   the	   Pan-­‐Africanist	   Congress	   for	  whom	  white	  South	   Africans	   were	   not	   more	   that	   foreign	   minority	   groups	   with	   no	   natural	   place	   in	  Africa	   (Read	   2010,	   Mandela	   1994).	   Apart	   from	   that	   South	   Africa	   was	   situated	   in	   an	  unfavourable	   economic	   position3.	   Mandela	   used	   this	   to	   argue	   for	   the	   need	   of	   talks	  between	  ANC	  and	  the	  government.	   It	  was	  a	  strategic	  move	  to	  emphasize	  that	  (his)	  the	  need	  for	  change	  of	  South	  Africa’s	  ways	  of	  being.	  During	  his	  speech	  and	  meetings	  with	  the	  parties	  he	  is	  transparent	  about	  the	  ANC’s	  objectives	  and	  strategies	  for	  normalizing	  the	  political	  situation	  in	  south	  Africa,	  namely	  a)	  ending	  the	  state	  of	  emergency,	  b)	  releasing	  political	  prisoners,	  c)	  negotiations	  on	  the	  dismantling	  of	  apartheid	  as	  the	  key	  steps.	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3	  The	  international	  community	  was	  increasingly	  dissatisfied	  with	  South	  African	  apartheid	  politics.	  Results	  were	  sanctions	  or	  lacks	  of	  foreign	  investment.	  Because	  of	  that	  apartheid,	  so	  Mandela,	  was	  no	  longer	  feasible	  (Deegan	  2001).	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He	  makes	   proposals,	   which	   characterizes	   his	  mediation	   efforts	   in	   general	   (Gross	   and	  Guerro	  2000).	  	  Mandela’s	   challenge	  was	   to	  make	   the	   vision	   of	   a	   racially	   inclusive	   South	  Africa	  believable,	   to	   offer	   a	   realistic	   plan	   for	   accomplishing	   it,	   to	   persuade	   the	   parties.	  Apartheid	   could	   have	   been	   abolished	   at	   the	   cost	   of	   dismantling	   the	   nation	   itself	   and	  carving	   out	   ethnic	   enclaves,	   occurred	   in	   former	   Yugoslavia	   and	   regarded	   by	   some	   as	  desirable	   conflict	   outcome	   (Read	   2010,	   Degaan	   2001).	   Instead	  Mandela	   persuaded	   in	  speeches,	   letters	  and	  during	  meetings	   the	  vision	  of	  a	  united	  South	  Africa,	   including	  all	  people	  on	  terms	  of	  equality.	  	  	  In	  the	  speech	  of	  1990	  he	  further	  states	  ‘Our	  struggle	  has	  reached	  a	  decisive	  moment.	  We	  call	  on	  our	  people	  to	  seize	  this	  moment	  so	  that	  the	  process	  toward	  democracy	  is	  rapid	  and	  uninterrupted.	  We	  have	  waited	   too	   long	   for	   our	   freedom.	  We	   can	  no	   longer	  wait.	  Now	   is	   the	   time	   to	   intensify	   the	  struggle	  on	  all	   fronts.	   [...]	  We	  express	   the	  hope	   that	  a	  climate	  conducive	  to	  a	  negotiated	  settlement	  would	  be	  created	  soon	  so	  that	  there	  may	  no	   longer	  be	  the	  need	  for	  the	  armed	  struggle.’	   (nytimes.com	  n.d.).	  By	  exercising	  threat	  and	  pressure	  in	  the	  case	  of	  non-­‐cooperation,	  he	  restricted	  the	  parties’	  range	  of	  actions,	  yet	  he	  also	  expanded	  it	  by	  inviting	  them	  in	  participating	  in	  creating,	  what	  he	  calls,	  ‘new	  South	  Africa’.	  His	  overall	  strategy	  was	  hence	  to	  raise	  the	  cost	  of	  refusing	  to	  negotiate	  and	  at	  the	  same	  time	  he	  signaled	  that	  the	  costs	  would	  be	  limited	  to	  an	  acceptable	  level	  if	  the	  government	   agreed	   to	   negotiate.	   He	   does	   this	   especially	   in	   inviting	   ‘[…]	   White	  compatriots	  to	  join	  us	  in	  the	  shaping	  of	  a	  new	  South	  Africa’	  (Ibid.).	  	  	  	  When	  the	  time	  for	  the	  negotiations	  with	  the	  government	  came,	  which	  he	  had	  helped	  give	  birth	   to,	   he	   allowed	   frequently	   others	   to	   take	   the	   lead	   while	   he	   was	   merely	   present	  among	  the	  people.	  It	  is	  reported	  that	  when	  he	  was	  interacting	  with	  people,	  he	  was	  in	  the	  moment.	   In	   the	   presence	   of	   ordinary	   folk,	   he	   seldom	   postures	   or	   plays	   a	   role	   and	  appears	  happy	  to	  simply	  focus	  on	  taking	  in	  their	  expressions,	  feelings	  and	  responses,	  so	  Lodge	  (2003).	  His	  saying	  ‘Lead	  from	  the	  back	  —	  and	  let	  others	  believe	  they	  are	  in	  front’	  (Mandela	  1994:	  18)	  points	  to	  the	  fact,	  that	  he	  would	  rather	  listen	  to	  the	  discussion	  and	  debates,	  before	  he	  would	  engage	  into	  the	  conversation	  and	  his	  role	  as	  a	  mediator	  (Ibid.,	  Deegan	  2001).	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In	   this	  autobiography	  he	  states	   ‘I	  have	  always	  endeavoured	  to	   listen	  to	  what	  each	  and	  every	  person	  has	  to	  say	  before	  venturing	  my	  own	  opinion.	  Oftentimes,	  my	  own	  opinion	  will	  simply	  represent	  a	  consensus	  of	  what	  I	  heard	  in	  the	  discussions.’	  (Mandelas	  1994:	  18-­‐9).	  	  The	  consensus	  Mandela	  speaks	  of	  here	  does	  not	  come	  automatic,	  and	  sometimes	  it	   fails	  altogether.	   It	   requires	   the	  active	  effort	  of,	  e.g.,	  a	  mediator	  (Read	  2010)	   to	   ‘form	  some	   consensus	   among	   the	   diverse	   opinions’	   (Ibid.),	   yet	   it	   cannot	   emerge	   from	  mere	  opinion	  survey.	  Understood	  here,	  consensus	  is	  a	  goal	  to	  be	  achieved,	  principally	  through	  attentive	  listening	  and	  creative	  work.	  Consensus	  as	  a	  goal	  Mandela	  embraced,	  while	  he	  rejected	  unanimity	  as	  a	  decision	  rule:	   ‘A	  minority	  was	  not	  to	  be	  crushed	  by	  a	  majority’	  (Mandela	   1994:	   18).	   This	   is	   key	   to	   understand,	   so	   Read	   (2010),	   how	   a	   peaceful	  transition	   to	   majority	   rule	   without	   granting	   any	   permanent	   minority	   veto	   under	  Mandela’s	  mediation	  was	  possible.	  	  	  	  
4.1.2.2	  Conflict	  approach	  Mandela	  viewed	  the	  conflict	  between	  the	  ANC	  and	  the	  government	  (by	  extension	  between	   blacks	   and	  whites	   in	   South	   Africa)	   in	   non-­‐zero	   sum	   terms	  where	   both	   sides	  stood	  to	  gain	  from	  a	  political	  settlement	  and	  both	  sides	  would	  lose,	  e.g.	  in	  the	  event	  of	  a	  civil	  war.	  Yet,	  he	  he	  could	  not	  taken	  for	  granted,	  that	  the	  parties	  would	  view	  the	  conflict	  in	  non-­‐zero-­‐sum	  terms,	  where	  both	  sides	  would	  gain	  by	  cooperation,	  both	  sides	  stood	  to	  lose	  immensely	  by	  failure	  to	  cooperate.	  Certainly,	  others	  could	  have	  seen	  the	  conflict	  in	  zero-­‐sum	   terms,	   once	   talks	   were	   agreed	   to.	   The	   ANC’s	   fundamental,	   non-­‐negotiable	  position	  was	  majority	  rule	  in	  a	  unitary	  state	  (Read	  2010).	  The	  government	  (de	  Klerk	  in	  particular)	   agreed	   to	   negotiations	   and	   to	   more	   limited	   reforms	   ‘for	   precisely	   the	  opposite	  reason’	  (Mandela	  1994:	  503),	  for	  the	  purpose	  of	  forestalling	  full	  majority	  rule.	  Therefore,	   the	   fundamental	   positions	   of	   both	   sides	  when	  negotiations	   began	   could	   be	  seen	  as	  located	  on	  the	  diagonal	  ‘win-­‐lose’.	  	  In	   his	   autobiography	   (Mandelas	   1994)	  he	  mentioned	  his	   fear	   in	   the	  mid	  1980s	   that	   a	  continued	  conflict	  would	  produce	  heavy	  loss	  on	  both	  sides:	  ‘It	  simply	  did	  not	  make	  sense	  for	  both	  sides	  to	  lose	  thousands	  if	  not	  millions	  of	  lives’	  (525)	  and	  he	  revealed	  his	  belief	  that	   the	   government	   ‘must	   have	   known	   this	   as	  well’	   (Ibid.),	   which	   can	   be	   read	   as	   an	  indication	  of	   optimism	  about	   the	  outcome	  of	   the	  mediation	   (Galluccio	  2015).	  The	   fact	  that	  he	  saw	   the	  conflict	   in	  non-­‐zero	  sum	  terms	  shaped	   is	  mediation	  effort	   in	  essential	  ways.	  He	  consistently	  sought	  to	  persuade	  all	  sides	  likewise	  to	  see	  common	  interests	  and	  to	  make	  concessions	  (Ibid.).	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As	  we	  have	  established	  earlier,	  transformational	  mediation	  depends	  upon	  the	  mediator	  producing	  changes	  in	  a	  person’s	  or	  community’s	  beliefs	  or	  perceptions	  (Bercovitch	  2006	  and	  2006,	  Bercovitch	  and	  Houstan	  2007).	  	  	  In	  general,	  Mandela’s	  work	  as	  mediator	  between	  the	  ruling	  National	  Party	  and	  the	  ANC	  was	   based	   on	   the	   shared	   interest	   in	   a	   bi-­‐lateral	   accord.	   Read	   (2010)	   claims	   that	  Mandela’s	   greatest	   challenge	   after	   his	   release	   from	   prison	   1990	  was	   to	   achieve	   some	  kind	  of	  consensus	  on	  a	  new	  constitutional	  framework	  for	  South	  Africa,	  without	  granting	  the	  kind	  of	  permanent,	  constitutionally	  guaranteed	  minority	  veto	  the	  National	  Party	  and	  De	  Klerk	  has	   insisted	  upon.	  The	  kind	  of	   outcome	  Mandela	  wanted	   to	   achieve	  was	  not	  literal	   unanimity	   (which	   was	   possible)	   nor	   the	   disappearance	   of	   inter-­‐group	   conflict	  (which	   was	   not);	   he	   was	   driving	   for	   each	   side	   enjoying	   significant	   power	   and	   he	  preferred	   the	   constitutional	   settlement	   to	   the	   alternative	   of	   engaging	   in	   violent	  resistance	  (Read	  2010).	  It	  is	  beyond	  the	  scope	  of	  the	  paper,	  how	  to	  explain	  the	  transition	  to	  majority	  rule	  was	  possible,	  nevertheless	  I	  will	  mention	  a	  small	  As	  mentioned	  above,	  white	   South	   Africans	   had	   hold	   a	   monopoly	   on	   (political)	   power	   for	   centuries.	   When	  Mandela	  started	  his	  mediation	  efforts,	  the	  government	  possessed	  the	  military	  might	  to	  put	   up	   violent	   opposition	   to	   majority	   rule.	   The	   government	   only	   entered	   into	  negotiations	  with	  Mandela	  and	  the	  ANC	  with	  the	  aim	  of	  preserving	  the	  racial	  monopoly	  of	  power	   in	  modified	   form.	  South	  Africans,	   so	  Read,	  had	  constructed	  a	  whole	   ideology	  around	   the	   fiction	   that	   black	   South	   Africans	   were	   not	   a	   part	   of	   political	   sphere	   and	  community	   at	   all.	   ‘It	   was	   only	   realistic	   to	   expect	   that	   those	   they	   had	   oppressed	   and	  excluded	   would	   do	   the	   same	   to	   them	   once	   the	   tables	   were	   turned’	   (Ibid.:	   332).	  Henceforth,	  Mandela	  had	  to	  signal	  that	  white	  South	  Africans	  would	  be	  equal,	  honoured	  members	  of	  new	  South	  Africa,	  yet	  without	  conceding	  the	  kind	  of	  permanent	  veto	  rights	  they	  demanded.	  The	  consensus	  Mandela	  mediated	  was	  more	  an	  ethical	   than	   legal,	  and	  he	  had	  to	  make	  those	  guarantees	  believable	  (Ibid.,	  Deegan	  2001,	  Lodge	  2003).	  	  He	  conveyed	  his	  drive	  for	  inclusion	  in	  some	  speeches	  and	  meetings,	  an	  example	  is	  found	  in	  the	  1994	  inaugural	  address	  as	  President:	  ‘To	  my	  compatriots,	  I	  have	  no	  hesitation	  in	  saying	  that	  each	  one	  of	  us	  is	  as	  intimately	  attached	  to	  the	  soil	  of	  this	  beautiful	  country	  as	  are	  the	  famous	  jacaranda	  trees	  of	  Pretoria	  and	  the	  mimosa	  trees	  of	  the	  bushveld.’	  (The	  Nelson	  Mandela	  Foundation	  c).	  In	  a	  symbolic	  way,	  Mandela	  here	  indicates	  that	  not	  only	  all	   individuals	  but	  also	  traditions	  are	   included	   in	  a	  new	  South	  Africa.	   Instead	  of	   taking	  fundamental	   perception	   has	   given,	   Mandela	   is	   reported	   to	   have	   shaped	   them	   (Read	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2010).	   	   This	   entailed	   meetings	   and	   talks	   where	   he	   convinced	   the	   South	   African	  government	  to	  give	  up	  power	  rather	  than	  resorting	  to	  civil	  war,	   the	  ANC	  that	  peaceful	  settlements	  are	  not	  to	  be	  seen	  as	  sell-­‐out	  (Ibid.).	  	  	  At	   the	   end	   of	   1991,	   Mandela	   had	   publicly	   pulled	   out	   of	   the	   talks	   and	   cooperation	  between	  ANC	  and	   the	  government	  and	  put	   forward	  14	  quite	  aggressive	  demands	  as	  a	  condition	  for	  any	  return,	  the	  government	  would	  not	  accept.	  He	  reduced	  them	  to	  three,	  which	  would	  be	  meet	  and	  hence	  formed	  the	  base	  for	  further	  negotiations.	  In	  May	  1992	  Roelf	  Meyer	  (Minister	  of	  Defence	  of	  the	  national	  party)	  and	  Cyril	  Ramphosa	  (Secretary	  General	  of	  the	  African	  National	  Congress)	  began	  a	  series	  of	  talk,	  which	  lead	  to	  resolving	  small	  remaining	  obstacles	  to	  a	  settlement	  (Deegan	  2001).	  
4.1.3	  Outcome	  or	  present	  status	  of	  the	  conflict	  In	  March	  1992,	  a	  whites-­‐	  only	  referendum	  supported	  negotiations	   to	  end	  white	  minority	   rule.	   Agreements	  were	   reached	   on	   a	   new	   political	   system	   and	   on	   transition	  arrangements	  (Kriesberg	  2001).	  Not	  without	  tension	  and	  conducted	  against	  a	  backdrop	  of	   political	   instability,	   the	   efforts	   of	  mediating	   the	   conflict	   earned	  Mandela	   the	   Nobel	  Peace	   Prize.	   From	  1990	   to	   1996	   the	   legal	   apparatus	   of	   apartheid	  was	   abolished	   (The	  Nelson	   Mandela	   Foundation	   n.d.,	   Read	   2010,	   Deegan	   2001).	   In	   1994,	   with	   the	   ANC	  getting	   60	  %	   and	   hence	   an	   overwhelming	  majority	   of	   the	   votes,	  Mandela	   became	   the	  first	   black	   president.	   He	   formed	   a	   multi-­‐ethnic	   government	   to	   oversee	   the	   country’s	  transition.	  It	   would	   be	   certainly	   possible	   to	   argue	   that	   the	   outcome	   of	   the	   South	   Africa	  conflict	   was	   not	   the	   realization	   of	   shared	   interest	   by	   all	   parties.	   It	   could	   be	   viewed	  simply	   as	   a	   capitulation	   on	   part	   of	   South	   Africans	   (and	   on	   their	   political	  representatives):	   the	  ANC	  won	  and	  the	  government	   lost.	  But	   the	  counterargument	  can	  be	  made	  as	  well:	  	  White	   South	  African’s	  won	   since	   they	   conceded	   little	   on	   the	   economic	   front	   (Mandela	  1994,	  Deegan	  2001,	  Read	  2010)	  and	  that	  the	  ANC	  capitulated	  by	  indefinitely	  deferring	  the	   promises	   of	   significant	   retribution	   included	   in	   the	   Freedom	   Charter	   from	   1955,	  which	  has	  been	  key	  hope	  for	  most	  anti-­‐apartheid	  activists	  over	  years.	  The	  fact	  that	  the	  constitutional	   settlement	   can	   be	   equally	   described	   as	   a	   capitulation	   from	   both	   sides	  reflects	  the	  magnitude	  of	  concessions	  both	  sides	  had	  to	  make	  for	  peaceful	  transitions.	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The	   ambiguity	   about	   whether	   this	   was	   fundamentally	   a	   zero-­‐sum	   or	   non-­‐zero-­‐sum	  conflict,	   so	   Read	   (2010)	   argues,	   shows	   that	  Mandela’s	   accomplishment	   in	   persuading	  people	  on	  both	   sides	   that	   there	  were	   common	   interests	   to	  be	   realized,	  was	  not	   trivial	  one.	  	  
4.1.4	  Preliminary	  conclusion	  Apartheid	   conflict	   has	   claimed	   to	   be	   an	   intractable	   conflict4,	   where	   there	   was	  little	   optimism	   about	   (peaceful	   and	   mutually	   agreeable)	   settlement	   and	   conflict	  transformation	  –	  both	  sides	  had	  seen	  the	  situation	   in	  zero-­‐sum	  terms	  (Gallucio	  2015).	  We	   have	   seen	   that	   through	   high-­‐intensity,	   open	   and	   cooperative	   communication,	  through	  the	  search	  for	  shared	   interests	  Mandela	  has	  worked	  on	  establishing	  optimism	  and	  the	  inevitable	  reality	  that	  the	  conflict	  had	  to	  be	  changed	  (Mandela	  1994).	  Mandela	  understood	  early	  on	  how	  critical	   it	  was	  to	  understand	  the	  parties	   involved	  and	  to	  also	  make	   them	   feel	   that	   empathy.	   He	   for	   instance	   expressed	   his	   support	   for	   ANC	   in	   its	  struggle	   against	   apartheid,	   but	   also	   understood	   the	   white’s	   majority	   fear	   of	   sharing	  power.	   He	   evidently	   repeated	   that	   in	   correspondence	   with	   the	   parties	   as	   well	   as	   in	  public	  statements	  (2007).	  In	  meetings	  and	  talks	  with	  the	  ANC	  and	  government	  he	  would	  sum	  up	  what	  has	  been	  said,	   to	  then	  form	  some	  consensus	  among	  the	  diverse	  opinions	  (Read	  2010,	  Deegan	  2001,	   Lodge	  2003).	   In	  particular	   the	   years	   after	   his	   release	   from	  prison,	   his	   strategy	   was	   not	   merely	   aimed	   at	   dissolve	   the	   interracial	   conflict,	   but	   to	  convince	   and	   show	   the	   groups	   and	   parties	   that	   were	   they	   interconnected,	   that	   ones	  party’s	   losing	  would	  not	  mean	  the	  other	  winning,	  and	  that	   they	  are	  to	  be	  engages	   in	  a	  common	  conversation	  to	  create	  a	  common	  future	  (Ibid.).	  	  One	   can	   trace	   in	   the	   beginning	   of	   his	   mediation	   efforts,	   still	   being	   imprisoned	   and	  claimed	   by	   himself,	   he	   is	   utilizing	   communication	   and	   facilitation	   strategies,	   when	  writing	  and	  meeting	  (secretly)	  with	  the	  parties.	  Back	  then	  he	  had	  little	  control	  over	  the	  substance	  of	  the	  mediation	  (Read	  2010,	  Deegan	  2001),	  he	  merely	  made	  contact	  with	  the	  parties,	  identified	  issues	  and	  interests	  and	  supplied	  missing	  information.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  4	  An	  intractable	  conflict	  a	  process	  (not	  just	  a	  single	  violent	  episode)	  of	  competitive	  relationships	  that	   extend	   over	   a	   period	   of	   time,	   and	   involves	   hostile	   perceptions	   and	   occasional	   military	  actions.	   The	   term	   itself	   acts	   as	   an	   integrating	   concept	   connoting	   processes	   where	   parties	  become	   enmeshed	   in	   a	   web	   of	   negative	   interactions	   and	   hostile	   orientations.	   This	   pattern	   is	  repeated,	  indeed	  worsened,	  every	  so	  often,	  with	  the	  parties	  involved	  unable	  to	  curb,	  or	  manage,	  the	  escalation	  of	  their	  relationships	  (Bercovitch	  2003).	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There	   he	   mainly	   aimed	   to	   promote	   (the	   need	   for)	   communication	   between	   the	  government	  and	  the	  ANC,	  delivered	  messages	  and	  positions	  from	  on	  to	  the	  other.	  Later	  he	  would	  also	  direct	  his	  mediation	  efforts	  towards	  changing	  the	  parties’	  perceptions	  and	  highlight	  common	   interests	   (formulative	  strategies).	   	   	  After	  his	   release	   from	  prison	  he	  engaged	  in	  manipulative	  strategies,	  he	  became	  more	  than	  ever	  engaged	  in	  the	  substance	  of	   mediation,	   he	   applied	   threat	   in	   order	   to	   pressure	   disputants	   to	   participate	   in	  negotiation	   and	   to	   agree	   on	   proposals.	   As	   well	   he	   persuaded,	   and	   made	   parties	  continuously	  aware	  of	  the	  cost	  of	  nonagreement	  and	  he	  suggested	  concession	  the	  ANC	  and	  government	  could	  make.	  	  
4.2	  Bill	  Clinton	  and	  the	  Israel-­‐Palestinian	  conflict.	  	  Turning	  now	  to	  the	  second	  case	  study,	  first	  to	  note	  it	  that	  ‘Mediation	  in	  the	  Middle	  east	  has	  a	  long	  and	  troubled	  history’	  (Joffe	  2002:	  171).	  The	  empirical	  case	  examined	  here	  is	  that	  of	  the	  Israeli-­‐Palestinian	  conflict	  and	  its	  study	  is	  limited	  to	  the	  mediation	  efforts	  by	  former	  U.S.	  President	  Bill	  Clinton.	  	  
4.2.1	  History	  of	  the	  conflict	  Usually	  claimed	  as	   the	  beginning	  of	   the	  conflict	   is	   the	  establishment	  of	   Israel	   in	  1948,	  where	  the	  United	  Nations	  partitioned	  an	  area	  for	  Israel	  out	  of	  the	  former	  British	  holdings	  of	  the	  Trans-­‐Jordan	  regions	  (Choukri-­‐Fishere	  2008:	  32).	  The	  creation	  of	  Israel	  involved	   additional	   crimes	   against	   a	   largely	   innocent	   third	   party:	   the	   Palestinians	  resident	  there	  (Mearsheimer	  and	  Walt	  2006).	  	  As	  a	  result,	  700.000	  Islamic	  Palestinians	  were	  displaces	  or	   fled.	  80	  %	  of	   the	  Palestinians	   living	   in	  what	  became	   Israel	   left	   their	  home,	  many	  to	  live	  in	  refugee	  camps	  ever	  since	  (Kriesberg	  2007).	  	  Tensions	   imminently	   erupted	   and	   increased.	   Major	   wars	   followed	   the	   in	   1967	  and	   1973,	   where	   Israel	   subsequently	   occupied	   more	   Palestinian	   areas	   including	   the	  Gaza	   Strip,	   the	   West	   Bank,	   the	   Golan	   Heights,	   the	   Sinai	   Penisula	   (which	   Israel	   later	  returned	   to	  Egypt)	   (Choukri-­‐Fishere	  2008:	  32).	   	  Beginning	   in	   the	  1950s,	   the	  Cold	  War	  overlay	  had	  helped	  sustain	  the	  Israeli-­‐Arab	  conflict.	  	  However,	   particularly	   after	   the	   1979	   Treaty	   of	   Peace	   between	   Egypt	   and	   Israel	   the	  conflict	   begun	   to	   become	   a	   Palestinian-­‐Israeli	   conflict.	   The	   Palestinian	   Liberation	  Organization	  (PLO)	  was	   formed	   in	  1964,	  and	  Yasser	  Arafat	  became	   its	   leader	   in	  1969.	  First	   intifada	   broke	   out	   in	   December	   1987	   and	   was	   in	   part	   a	   popular	   Palestinian	  response	  to	  their	  international	  neglect	  and	  isolation.	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In	   order	   to	   reduce	   its	   isolation,	   the	   PLO	   tried	   to	   satisfy	   U.S.	   demands	   to	   forswear	  terrorism	  and	  acknowledge	  the	  right	  of	  Israel	  to	  exist	  in	  peace	  and	  security	  (Kriesberg	  2001).	  In	   October	   1991	   the	   U.S.	   organized	   the	  Middle	   East	   Conference	   in	  Madrid	   and	  Palestinians	   (not	   including	   PLO	   members)	   and	   Israeli	   were	   induced	   to	   enter	  negotiations,	   which	   however	   soon	   stalemated.	   Israeli	   Prime	   Minister	   Rabin,	   elected	  1992,	  knew	  that	  direct	  talks	  with	  the	  PLO	  would	  be	  politically	  divisive	  and	  subsequently	  Norway	   offered	   in	   1993	   to	   provide	   a	   place	   where	   Israeli	   and	   Palestinian	   diplomats	  would	   hold	   secret	  meetings.	   In	   at	   least	   14	  meetings,	   the	   negotiators	   emerged	  with	   a	  ‘Declaration	  of	  Principles’	   known	  as	   the	  Oslo	   accords,	  which	   included	   among	  others	   a	  mutual	  recognition	  of	  the	  PLO	  and	  of	  Israel	  and	  the	  withdrawal	  of	  Israeli	  authority	  from	  major	   Palestinian	   populated	   areas	   in	   the	   occupied	   territories.	   ‘The	   meetings	   yielded	  what	  was	  widely	  seen	  as	  a	  fundamental	  transformation	  of	  the	  Israeli-­‐Palestinian	  conflict	  (Ibid.:	   17).	   When	   the	   parties	   reached	   the	   agreement	   in	   August	   1993,	   the	   Norwegian	  mediators	  handed	  the	  process	  over	  to	  the	  U.S.,	  who,	  in	  their	  opinion,	  ‘can	  carry	  out	  the	  tasks	  of	  pressure,	  incentives	  and	  guarantees’	  (Choukri-­‐Fishere	  2008:	  32).	  	  	  	  
4.2.1	  Mediation	  effort	  and	  conflict	  development	  On	  September	  10,	  1993,	  President	  Bill	  Clinton	  announced	  that	  the	  Oslo	  Accords	  would	  be	   formalized	   in	  a	   ceremony	  on	   the	  White	  House	   lawn	   three	  days	   later.	  Before	  hand,	   many	   speculated	   about	   who	  would	   represent	   Israel	   and	   the	   PLO	   at	   the	   signed	  ceremony,	  Clinton	  personally	  tried	  to	  persuade	  Israeli	  Prime	  Minister	  Yitzhak	  Rabin	  and	  PLO	  Chairman	  Yasser	  Arafat	  to	  attend;	  he	  felt	  that	  the	  image	  of	  Rabin	  and	  Arafat	  making	  peace	  would	   be	   incalculable	  worth	   to	   the	   peace	   process.	   He	   also	   encouraged	   the	   two	  adversaries	   to	   shake	   hands	   (ic.galegroup.com	   2011).	   Both	   attended	   and	   signed	   the	  agreement	  in	  front	  of	  the	  White	  House,	  resulting	  in	  the	  iconic	  photos	  picture	  where	  Bill	  Clinton	   stands	   in	   the	   middle	   of	   the	   two	   men,	   shaking	   hands.	   President	   Clinton	  announced	   that	   the	   ‘Children	   of	   Abraham	   had	   taken	   new	   steps	   on	   a	   bold	   journey	  towards	  peace.’	  (Jones	  n.d.).	  	  Hence,	  the	  Oslo	  Accords	  were	  supposed	  to	  end	  the	  decades-­‐old	  fight	  between	  these	  two	  parties,	  and	  at	  the	  same	  time	  was	  greeted	  with	  strong	  emotions	  from	  all	  sides.	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Tabarani	  (2008)	  however,	  who	  assesses	  the	  Oslo	  peace	  process	  in	  her	  work	  states	  that	  large	  sentiments	  on	  both	  sides,	   including	   the	   leadership	  saw	   the	  agreements	  either	  as	  betrayal	   of	   the	   cause,	   or	   as	   a	  means	   to	  wage	  war	   by	   other	   (diplomatic)	  means.	   They	  defined	  ‘peace	  as	  victory	  over	  the	  other	  side’	  (199).	  	  Yet,	  near-­‐euphoric	  optimism	  followed	  the	  signing	  of	  the	  Declaration	  of	  Principles,	  but	   American	  mediation	   efforts	   faced	   extraordinary	   obstacles:	   There	  was	   violence	   on	  both	   sides	   also	   after	   the	   agreement.	   It	   followed	   an	   attack	   where	   the	   Jewish	   settler	  Baruch	  Goldseint	  shot	  and	  killed	  thirty	  Palestinians	  at	  a	  mosque	  in	  Hebron	  in	  February	  1994,	   and	   a	  mood	  of	   pessimism	  prevailed	   among	   Israelis	   and	  Palestinians	   as	   security	  incidents	   took	   place.	   In	   an	   attempt	   to	   break	   the	   cycle	   of	   violence,	   Israel	   and	   the	   PLO	  reached	  an	  agreement	  in	  Cairo	  on	  the	  initial	  implementation	  of	  the	  1993	  Declaration	  of	  Principles	   in	  May	  1994	  with	   last-­‐minute	  help	   from	   the	  United	  States	   (Choukri-­‐Fishere	  2008).	  	  	  In	   summer	   1995,	   Israel	   and	   PLO	   managed	   to	   work	   out	   the	   details	   of	   a	   complex	  agreement	  that	  come	  to	  be	  known	  as	  Oslo	  II.	  Among	  others,	  the	  territories	  of	  the	  West	  Bank	  and	  Gaza	  were	  divided	   into	  three	  zones,	  about	  three	  percent,	   including	  all	  of	   the	  major	   town,	   would	   be	   under	   Palestinian	   control,	   Israel	   would	   release	   Palestinian	  prisoners.	  On	  September	  1995,	  Rabin	  and	  Arafat	  signed	  the	  agreement	   in	  Washington,	  with	   Clinton,	   Egyptians	   president	   Husni	   Mubarak,	   and	   King	   Hussein	   looking	   one	  (Quandt	   2001).	   However,	   the	   1993	   and	   1995	   peace	   agreements	   between	   Israel	   and	  Palestine	  did	  not	  end	  the	  conflict	  in	  the	  Middle	  East.	  	  Quandt	  (2001)	  assess	  the	  period	  1992	  to	  1996	  as	  striking	  for	  the	  progress	  made	  and	  the	  relatively	   modest	   part	   played	   by	   the	   United	   State	   in	   bringing	   the	   parties	   to	   an	  agreement.	  According	  to	  the	  author,	  in	  this	  time	  Clinton	  played	  the	  role	  he	  thought	  to	  be	  most	  appropriate,	  that	  of	  facilitator.	  He	  was	  prepared	  to	  support	  peace	  with	  aid.	  And	  he	  hinted	   that	   American	   troops	   might	   go	   to	   Golan	   as	   part	   of	   peacekeeping	   force.	   	   The	  author	  claims,	   that	  his	  mediation	  efforts	  were	  appreciated	  by	   the	  parties.	  At	   the	   same	  time,	   the	   PLO	   always	   hoped	   for	   more	   from	   the	   U.S.,	   but	   could	   not	   really	   expect	   to	  compete	  with	  Israel	  for	  American	  support.	  	  Hence,	   Arafat	   tried	   to	   build	   a	   good	  working	   relations	  with	   Clinton	   ‘in	   the	   expectation	  that	  the	  Americans	  would	  play	  their	  part	  in	  the	  final-­‐status	  negotiations’.	  (2001:	  339).	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Clinton’s	   approach	  was	   to	   let	   Israel	   set	   the	   pace	   for	   negotiations;	   the	  U.S.	   did	   little	   to	  impart	  its	  own	  sense	  of	  urgency.	  As	  well,	  Clinton	  did	  not	  allow	  himself	  to	  get	  in	  front	  of	  Rabin.	  Even	  after	  Oslo,	  Clinton	  adhered	   to	   the	  policy	   that	   the	  U.S.	  did	  not	   support	   the	  creation	  of	  Palestinian	  state,	   if	   the	  parties	  were	  to	  agree	  on	  it,	  and	  then	  the	  U.S.	  would	  not	  object	  (Ibid.,	  Aggestam	  2002).	  Until	  February	  1996,	  one	  had	  little	  concrete	  reason	  to	  think	  that	  Clinton	  and	  his	  team	  would	  implement	  a	  change	  of	  strategy.	  But	  the	  situation	  on	  the	  ground	  soon	  changed	  in	  fundamental	  ways.	  With	  Benjamin	  Netanyahu’s	  election	  as	  Prime	  minister	  of	  Israel	  in	  May	  1996,	  Clinton	  had	  to	  deal	  with	  an	  Israel	  government	  that	  was	   sceptical	   about	   the	  Arabs,	  hesitant	   to	   cede	   territory	  and	  not	   reluctant	   to	  use	  violence	   (Quandt	   2001).	   Netanyahu	   claimed	   that	   the	   Oslo	   Accords	   were	   a	   danger	   to	  Israel,	   and	   after	   the	   formation	   of	   new	   right-­‐wing	   government,	   Israel	   expressed	   its	  discomfort	  at	  seeing	  the	  PLO	  as	  a	  partner	  in	  the	  peace	  process.	  Hence,	  one	  of	  Clinton’s	  first	   item	   of	   business	   was	   to	   persuade	   the	   new	   Israeli	   government	   to	   stick	   to	   its	  commitments.	  At	  this	  point	  in	  time,	  his	  goals	  seems	  to	  be	  the	  seemingly	  modest	  one	  of	  keeping	   the	   negotiating	   process	   on	   track.	   In	   October	   1996,	   with	   considerable	  encouragement	  from	  the	  United	  States,	  Clinton	  and	  Netanyahu	  met	  again,	  to	  talk	  about	  for	   instance	   how	   to	   get	   Oslo	   back	   on	   track.	   In	   effect,	   Israel	   and	   Palestinian	   Authority	  opened	   negotiations	   on	   a	   revised	   approach	   to	   Israel’s	   withdrawal	   from	   Hebron	  (territory)	  (Ibid.	  Aggestam	  2002).	  In	  the	  following,	  demonstrations	  ensued	  (on	  the	  issue	  of	  whether	   Israel	  should	  open	  a	  ancient	   tunnel	   that	  ran	  alongside	   the	  Temple	  Mount),	  and	   for	   the	   first	   time	   the	   Palestinian	   police	   joined	   the	   fray.	   Israeli	   troops	   firing	   on	  Palestinian	   demonstrators	  were	  met	   not	   just	  with	   rocks,	   but	   also	  with	   automatic	   fire	  weapons.	   Clinton,	   sufficiently	   worried	   by	   the	   outburst	   of	   violence,	   invited	   Arafat	   and	  Netanyahu	  to	  Washington.	  Believing	  in	  the	  virtue	  of	  talk,	  he	  hosted	  a	  lunch	  for	  them	  and	  King	   Hussein,	   but	   according	   to	   records	   left	   them	   alone.	   Quandt	   claims	   that	   this	   is	   a	  vintage	  of	  Clinton,	  being	  the	  facilitator,	  but	  hesitant	  to	  get	  involved	  in	  substance	  (2001).	  	  	  
4.2.1.1	  From	  facilitator	  to	  ‘turning	  up	  the	  heat’	  	  In	  August	  1997,	  Secretary	  Albright	  announced	  that	  the	  U.S.	  would	  become	  more	  deeply	   involved	   in	   pushing	   the	   parties	   toward	   agreement.	   Clinton	   and	   his	   team	  persisted	  in	  trying	  to	  bridge	  the	  gab	  between	  Arafat	  and	  Netanyahu.	  	  Meeting	   with	   the	   latter	   in	   January	   1998,	   Clinton	   made	   proposals	   and	   by	   March	   the	  details	  of	  a	  plan	  (Israel	  would	  be	  expected	  to	  withdraw	  from	  additional	  13.1	  percent	  of	  West	  Bank	  and	  Gaza,	  including	  territory	  in	  both	  Zone	  C	  and	  B)	  were	  reported.	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Madeline	  Albright	  (United	  Stats	  Secretary	  of	  State	  and	  diplomat)	  met	  with	  both	  men	  in	  London	   to	   get	   their	   responds.	   Arafat	   did	   agree	   while	   Netanyahu	   did	   not.	   She	   set	   a	  deadline,	  saying	  if	  Netanyahu	  did	  not	  accept,	  the	  U.S.	  would	  ‘re-­‐examine	  its	  approach	  to	  the	  peace	  process’.	   	   The	  deadline	  went	  with	  no	   consequences,	   and	  Quandt	   states	   that	  this	   incident	   illustrates	  that	  Clinton’s	  strategy	  seemed	  to	  still	  be	  that	  of	  avoidance	  of	  a	  confrontation	  and	  to	  rely	  instead	  on	  more	  quite	  diplomacy	  (Quandt	  2001).	  	  	  However,	   in	   September	   1998	   Albright	   and	   Clinton	   began	   to	   ‘turn	   up	   the	   heat	   on	  Netanyahu	  and	  Arafat’	  (Quandt	  2001:	  353)	  to	  break	  the	  nearly	  two	  year	  old	  negotiating	  dreadlock.	   After	   18	  month	   of	   stalemate	   in	   the	   peace	   process	   and	   increasing	   violence,	  President	  Clinton	  pushed	  Israeli	  And	  Palestinian	  leaders	  to	  make	  good	  on	  the	  promises	  made	   five	   years	   earlier	   during	   the	   Oslo	   accords	   and	   Clinton	   convened	   a	   summit	   at	  Maryland’s	  Wye	  River	  Plantation	   from	  15th	   to	  23th	  October.	  Clinton	  did	  not	   remain	  at	  the	  negotiating	  site	  each	  day.	  But	  after	  days	  of	  stalemate	  and	  ill	  will	  in	  the	  talks,	  Clinton	  committed	  himself,	  made	  everyone	  work	  and	  negotiate	  all	  night	  in	  the	  end.	  At	  the	  Wye	  negotiations,	  Clinton	  had	  promised	  Arafat	  to	  visit	  Gaza,	  which	  was	  of	  symbolically	  and	  of	  considerable	   interest	   for	   Arafat.	   The	   improvement	   in	   the	   U.S.-­‐Palestinian	   ties	   were	  perhaps	   the	   most	   enduring	   legacy	   of	   the	   Wye	   negotiations	   (Aggestam	   2002,	   Quandt	  2001,	   Kurtzer	   2013).	   In	   a	   speech	   in	   the	   year	   2001	   Clinton	   addresses	   the	   Wye	  negotiations:	  ‘All	  the	  dreams	  we	  had	  in	  '93	  that	  were	  […]	  revived	  again	  when	  we	  had	  the	  Wye	   River	   accords	   -­‐-­‐	   that	   was,	   I	   think,	   the	   most	   interesting	   peace	   talks	   I	   was	   ever	  involved	   in.	  My	  strategy	  was	   the	  same	  used	   to	  break	  prisoners	  of	  war,	   I	   just	  didn't	   let	  anybody	   sleep	   for	   nine	   days	   and,	   finally,	   out	   of	   exhaustion,	  we	  made	   a	   deal	   -­‐-­‐	   just	   so	  people	   could	   go	   home	   and	   go	   to	   bed.’	   (usembassy-­‐israel.org.il	   n.d.).	   On	  October	   23	   in	  1998,	   after	   nine	   days	   of	   ‘strenuous	   summitry	   at	   the	   plantation’	   President	   Clinton	  extracted	  a	  memorandum,	  an	  agreement	  through	  a	  tireless	  shuttle	  between	  the	  parties	  (Sichermann	   1999).	   Hence,	   another	   agreement	   was	   signed,	   which	   called	   for	   Israel	   to	  transfer	  more	  territory	  in	  the	  West	  Bank	  to	  the	  Palestinians.	  In	  return,	  the	  Palestinians	  agreed	  to	  take	  steps	  to	  curb	  terrorism.	  	  	  The	   agreement	   also	   allowed	   for	   the	   building	   of	   an	   international	   airport	   in	   the	   Gaza	  Strips,	  Israel	  agreed	  to	  pull	  back	  from	  additional	  13	  per	  cent	  of	  the	  West	  Bank	  as	  well	  as	  it	  agreed	  to	  the	  release	  of	  750	  Palestinian	  security	  prisoners.	  Ultimately,	  only	  half	  of	  the	  pull-­‐back	  was	  done,	  and	  only	  250	  prisoners	  were	  released.	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The	  Palestinian	  Authority	  on	   the	  other	  hand	  agreed	   to	  combat	   terrorist	  organizations,	  arrest	  those	  involved	  in	  terrorism,	  and	  to	  collect	  illegal	  weapons	  and	  explosives.	  Little	  to	  none	  of	  this	  was	  done	  (pbs.org	  n.d.).	  	  Besides,	  during	   the	  Wye	  River	  negotiations,	  U.S.	  made	  a	  number	  of	  secret	  deals	  with	   the	   Israelis	   and	   Palestinians	   to	   help	   secure	   their	   agreement	   on	   the	   final	  memorandum.	   So	   did	   Clinton	   for	   instance	   agree	   to	   provide	   funding	   to	   both	   parties:	   1	  billion	   to	   cover	   Israeli’s	   cost	   of	   redeploying	   from	   the	  West	   Bank	   and	   new	   additional	  security	   measures	   and	   300	   million	   to	   the	   Palestinians	   for	   ‘economic	   infrastructure’	  (palestinefacts.org	  n.d.).	  	  	  One	   important	   event	   after	   Wye	   was	   Arafat	   announcing	   the	   intention	   to	   declare	  Palestinian	   statehood	   in	  May	   1999.	   Netanyahu	   had	   reacted	  with	   threats	   to	   annex	   the	  Israeli-­‐controlled	   areas	   of	   the	  West	   Bank	   if	   such	   declaration	  were	  made.	   Clinton	   sent	  Arafat	   a	   letter	   promising	   that	   the	  United	   states	  would	  make	   a	  major	   push	   for	   a	   final-­‐status	   agreement	  within	   a	   reasonable	   period	   of	   time	   (Quandt	   2001:	   357).	  With	   these	  gestures	  from	  the	  Western	  power,	  Arafat	  withdrew	  his	  threat	  to	  declare	  statehood.	  	  Soon	  after	  Wye,	  infighting	  over	  the	  implementation	  of	  the	  Memorandum	  brought	  Netanyahu’s	  government	  to	  fall,	  and	  it	  became	  apparent	  that	  also	  the	  Wye	  negotiations	  would	   not	   bring	   about	   a	   conflict	   transformation.	   Netanyahu’s	   successor,	   Ehud	   Barak	  signed	   in	   September	   1999	   the	   Sharm	   al-­‐Shaykh	   Memorandum	   with	   Arafat,	   which	  committed	  both	  sides	  to	  begin	  again	  permanent	  status	  negotiations.	  An	  initial	  round	  of	  meetings	   achieved	   nothing	   and	   by	   December	   the	   Palestinians	   suspended	   talks	   over	  settlement-­‐buildings	  in	  the	  occupied	  territories	  (history.state.gov	  n.d.).	  	  	  	  Clinton’s	  last	  sustained	  opportunity	  to	  make	  an	  impact	  on	  the	  Middle	  East	  peace	  began	  on	   June	   14,	   2000	   when	   he	   met	   at	   the	   White	   House	   with	   Arafat.	   There,	   talks	   were	  organized	   among	   Israeli,	   Palestinian	   and	   American	   diplomats;	   Clinton	   ‘worked	   the	  phones’	  with	  Barak	  and	  Arafat.	  Secretary	  Albright	  travelled	  to	  the	  Middle	  East	  to	  see	  if	  the	   time	   was	   ripe	   for	   a	   summit	   meeting.	   Arafat	   was	   reluctant	   to	   agree,	   while	   Barak	  seemed	  eager	  to	  plunge	  into	  the	  last	  round	  of	  negotiations.	  	  Clinton	  finally	  invited	  the	  Israeli	  and	  Palestinian	  leaders	  to	  join	  him	  at	  Camp	  David,	  July	  11,	  2000.	  There,	  Clinton	  would	  be	  deeply	  involved	  in	  trying	  to	  forge	  compromises,	  and	  the	  promise	  of	  substantial	  American	  aid	  might	  help	  to	  pry	  loose	  compromise	  positions	  (Choukri-­‐Fishere	  2008,	  Aggestam	  2002).	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Clinton’s	  role	  at	  Camp	  David	  is	  claimed	  to	  ‘be	  (surprisingly)	  strong’	  (Quandt	  2007:	  363).	  Negotiating	  parties	  seemed	  to	  have	  a	  degree	  of	  confidence	  in	  him,	  and	  he	  had	  employed	  the	  ability	  to	  persuade	  both	  Israel	  and	  Palestinians	  to	  make	  concessions,	  so	  Quandt.	  He	  avoided	   taking	   stands	  on	  many	  of	   the	  most	   controversial	   issues,	   urging	   the	  parties	   to	  reach	  compromises,	  but	  hesitating	  to	  put	  forward	  an	  American	  plan.	  He	  did	  not	  hesitate	  to	   use	   fairly	   blunt	   pressure	   to	   get	   them	   to	   budge	   from	  positions	   that	   he	   judged	   to	   be	  unrealistic.	  Barak	  maintained	  that	  there	  would	  be	  no	  withdrawal	  to	  the	  lines	  from	  1967,	  no	  recognition	  of	  a	  right	  to	  return	  for	  Palestinian	  refugees,	  no	  removal	  of	  all	  settlements	  beyond	   the	   1967	   line.	   Arafat	   insisted	   on	   full	   Israeli	   withdrawal	   from	   all	   occupied	  territory,	  the	  establishment	  of	  a	  Palestinian	  state	  with	  East	  Jerusalem	  as	  its	  capital,	  and	  the	   recognition	   of	   the	   rights	   of	   Palestinian	   refugees	   to	   return	   to	   heir	   homes	   or	   to	  compensation	  (Quandt	  2001).	  	  	  On	  the	  evening	  of	  the	  first	  day	  of	  the	  summit,	  Clinton	  and	  his	  team	  had	  met	  with	  Arafat	   and	  Erekat	   (his	   advisor).	  Clinton	   raised	   the	   issue	  of	   Jerusalem,	  where	   to	  Arafat	  suggested	  that	  East	  Jerusalem	  is	  for	  the	  Palestinians	  while	  West	  Jerusalem	  would	  be	  for	  the	  Israelis.	  But	  Clinton	  took	  the	  view	  that	  Israel	  would	  never	  give	  up	  sovereignty	  over	  East	   Jerusalem.	  Clinton	   stressed	   the	  difficulties	  Barak	   faced	  on	   the	   issue	  of	   Jerusalem.	  Barak’s	  bottom	   line	  on	   Jerusalem	  was	  presented	  by	  Clinton	   to	  Arafat,	  who	  went	  on	   to	  say	   in	   private	  meetings	  with	  Clinton	   that	   he	  would	   consider	   everything	   the	  President	  said	  and	  come	  back	  with	  an	  answer.	  On	  the	  13th	  day	  of	  the	  summit,	  Arafat	  sent	  an	  letter	  to	  Clinton	  saying	   ‘I	  appreciate	  your	  effort	  […]	  But	  these	  proposals	  could	  not	  constitute	  the	  basis	  for	  a	  historic	  reconciliation’	  (Kurtzer	  2013:	  142).	  	  	  It	   is	   reported,	   for	   the	   first	   several	   days	   of	   the	   talks,	   both	   sides	   postured.	   The	   logic	   of	  small,	  confidence-­‐building	  steps	  as	  the	  way	  to	  reach	  an	  agreement	  seemed	  to	  have	  been	  exhausted	  and	  in	  Clinton’s	  words	  it	  was	  time	  for	  ‘Haill	  Mary	  pass’	  (a	  dramatic	  effort	  to	  score	  a	  touchdown)	  (Quandt	  2001:	  364).	  At	  one	  point,	  Mr.	  Clinton	  got	  so	  angry	  about	  the	  appearing	  stalemate	  situation	  that	  he	  told	  both	  sides:	   'This	  is	  ridiculous.	  If	  this	  is	  what	  you're	  going	  to	  do,	  we	  shouldn't	  be	  here.'	  (Perlez	  and	  Sciolino	  2000).	  	  	  	  	  Midway	   in	   the	   summit	   Clinton	   had	   ‘slowly’—to	   avoid	  misunderstanding—read	   out	   to	  Arafat	  a	  document,	  endorsed	  in	  advance	  by	  Barak,	  outlining	  the	  main	  points	  of	  a	  future	  settlement.	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The	  proposals	  included	  amongst	  others	  the	  establishment	  of	  a	  demilitarized	  Palestinian	  state	  on	  some	  92	  percent	  of	  the	  West	  Bank	  and	  100	  percent	  of	  the	  Gaza	  Strip,	  with	  some	  territorial	   compensation	   for	   the	   Palestinians	   from	   pre-­‐1967	   Israeli	   territory;	   the	  dismantling	  of	  most	  of	  the	  settlements	  and	  the	  concentration	  of	  the	  bulk	  of	  the	  settlers	  inside	  the	  8	  percent	  of	  the	  West	  Bank	  to	  be	  annexed	  by	  Israel;	  the	  establishment	  of	  the	  Palestinian	  capital	  in	  East	  Jerusalem	  (Morris	  2002).	  Arafat	  said	  ‘No.’	  to	  these	  proposals	  and	  Clinton,	  enraged,	  banged	  on	  the	  table	  and	  said:	  ‘You	  are	  leading	  your	  people	  and	  the	  region	  to	  a	  catastrophe.’	  (Ibid.).	  A	  formal	  Palestinian	  rejection	  of	  the	  proposals	  reached	  the	  Americans	   the	  next	  day.	   In	  proceeding	  of	   the	  Camp,	  Clinton	  made	  a	   final	   effort	   to	  persuade	  Arafat	   to	  who	   flexibility,	   but	   the	   leader	   sent	   Clinton	   few	   hours	   later	   a	   note,	  saying	  that	  he	  could	  not	  accept	   the	  compromises	  suggested	  by	  the	  American	  side.	  The	  next	   day,	   Clinton	   announced	   that	   the	   summit	   had	   ended	  without	   agreement	   (Quandt	  2001).	  
4.2.1.2	  Conflict	  approach	  In	   a	   speech,	   also	   on	   the	   Israeli-­‐Palestinian	   conflict,	   in	   Washington,	   D.C.	   in	  September	  2000	  Clinton	  said:	  	  	   ‘	   […]	   A	   zero-­‐sum	   game	   is	   one	   where,	   in	   order	   for	   one	   person	   to	   win,	  somebody	  has	  to	  lose.	  A	  non-­‐zero-­‐sum	  game	  is	  a	  game	  in	  which	  you	  can	  win	  and	   the	   person	   you're	   playing	  with	   can	  win,	   as	  well.	   […]	  As	   societies	   grow	  more	   and	  more	   connected,	   and	  we	  become	  more	   interdependent,	   one	  with	  the	  other,	  we	  are	  forced	  to	  find	  more	  and	  more	  non-­‐zero-­‐sum	  solutions.	  That	  is,	  ways	   in	  which	  we	   can	   all	  win.	   […]	  And	   that's	   basically	   the	  message	   I've	  been	  trying	  to	  preach	  for	  eight	  years	  here	  […]	  Because	  we	  are	  all	  part	  of	  the	  same	  human	  family,	  and	  because,	  actually,	  life	  is	  more	  and	  more	  a	  non-­‐zero-­‐sum	  game,	  so	  that	  the	  better	  they	  do,	  the	  better	  we'll	  do.’	  (Talbott	  2008:	  444).	  	  	  Henceforth,	   Clinton	   specifically	   speaks	   of	   a	   problem-­‐solving	   approach	   to	   be	   found	   in	  conflict	   resolution	   theory.	   Can	  we	   trace	   this	   approach	   in	  his	  mediation	   efforts?	  At	   the	  Camp	   David	   issues	  were	   discussed	  which	  were	   never	   before	   on	   the	   table:	   Jerusalem,	  statehood,	  boundaries,	  refuges.	  	  Barak	  and	  Clinton	  suggested	  Arafat	  a	  plan	  permitting	  a	  Palestinian	  state	  with	  a	  capital	  in	  Jerusalem.	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Yet,	   the	   plan	   was	   criticized	   by	   the	   Palestinians,	   who	   accused	   Barak	   to	   have	   come	   to	  Camp	  David	  with	  a	  proposal	  for	  dividing	  the	  West	  Bank	  which	  Palestinians	  had	  already	  rejected.	  In	  their	  opinion,	  Clinton/Barak	  plan	  would	  leave	  the	  new	  Palestinian	  state	  with	  significant	   loss	  of	  water	  and	  good	  land,	  almost	  split	  by	  Israeli	  annexation	  running	  east	  from	  Jerusalem,	  and	  with	  Israel	  getting	  roughly	  nine	  percept	  of	  the	  West	  Bank.	  U.S.	  and	  Israelis	  officials,	  however,	  contend	  that	  throughout	  the	  summit,	  the	  Palestinians	  rejected	  Israeli	  proposals	  while	  offering	  none	  of	  their	  own	  (pbs.org	  n.d.	  b).	  	  What	   happened	   at	   Camp	   David	  was	  much	   debated,	   with	   the	   failure	   being	   blamed	   by	  some	  on	  Arafat’s	   lack	  of	   flexibility.	  But	   it	   is	  also	   is	  repeatedly	  claimed	  that	  Clinton	  had	  for	   instance	   taken	   sides	   or,	   that	   he	   had	   applied	  misplaced	   pressure	   (Kriesberg	   2007,	  Aggestam	  2002,	  Quandt	  2001).	  Choukri-­‐Fishere	   (2008)	  argues	   that	   the	  U.S.	  misjudged	  the	   parties’	   readiness	   to	   accept	   the	   compromises	   necessary	   to	   reach	   a	   final	   and	  permanent	  peace	  agreement.	  Instead	  it	  is	  said	  to	  applied	  pressure	  on	  one	  side	  that	  could	  not	  respond	  positively	  even	  if	  wanted	  to.	  In	  a	  speech	  on	  Middle	  East	  peace	  at	  the	  Israel	  Policy	   Forum	   in	   New	   York	   January	   7,	   2001	   Clinton	   states	   about	   his	   Camp	   David	  proposals:	  	  	   ‘The	  parameters	  I	  put	  forward	  contemplate	  a	  settlement	  in	  response	  to	  each	  side's	   essential	  needs,	   if	  not	   to	   their	  utmost	  desires.	  A	   settlement	  based	  on	  sovereign	   homelands,	   security,	   peace	   and	   dignity	   for	   both	   Israelis	   and	  Palestinians.	   [...]	   I	   have	   worked	   for	   eight	   years	   without	   laying	   such	   ideas	  down.	   I	   did	   it	   only	  when	  both	   sides	   asked	  me	   to,	   and	  when	   it	  was	  obvious	  that	  we	  had	  come	  to	  the	  end	  of	  the	  road,	  and	  somebody	  had	  to	  do	  something	  to	   break	   out	   of	   the	   impasse	   […].	   	   We	   ought	   to	   be	   able	   to	   prove	   that	   one	  person's	  win	  is	  not,	  by	  definition,	  another's	  loss;	  that	  one	  person's	  dignity	  is	  not,	  by	  definition,	  another's	  humiliation;	  that	  one	  person's	  work	  of	  God	  is	  not,	  by	  definition,	  another's	  heresy.	  There	  has	  to	  be	  a	  way	  for	  us	  to	  find	  a	  truth	  we	  can	  share.	  ‘(usembassy-­‐israel.org.il	  n.d.).	  	  	  Short	  time	  before,	  this	  speech,	  despite	  violence	  and	  seemingly	  in	  capabilities	  of	  bringing	  peace	  the	  to	  the	  region,	  Clinton	  persuaded	  both	  sides	  to	  make	  another	  negation	  effort	  in	  late	  December	  2000.	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After	   lengthy	  preliminaries	   telephone	  conversations	  with	   the	  principals	  Clinton	   finally	  met	  with	  Israeli	  and	  Palestinian	  negotiators	  at	  the	  White	  House.	  He	  put	  forward	  his	  own	  suggestions	  for	  a	  compromise.	  In	  the	  end	  of	  his	  precedency	  (which	  came	  to	  an	  the	  20th	  of	  January	  2000),	  Clinton	  wanted	  to	  push	  for	  a	  permanent	  agreement;	  he	  envisioned	  a	  two-­‐state	  solution	  that	  would	  end	  the	  conflict.	  This	  effort	  resulted	  in	  an	  American	  ‘bridging	  proposal’,	  presented	  shortly	  before	  Clinton	  left	  the	  White	  House	  (Aggestam	  2013).	  The	  proposal	  envisaged	  a	  Palestinian	  state	  in	  about	  96	  percent	  of	  the	  West	  Bank	  and	  Gaza,	  with	  vague	  notions	  of	  land	  swaps	  to	  allow	  Israel	  to	  incorporate	  most	  settlers	  into	  Israeli	  sovereign	  territory,	  while	  compensating	  Palestinians	  with	  additional	  land	  in	  the	  vicinity	  of	   Gaza.	   Clinton	   put	   forward	   a	   proposal	   that	  would	   give	   Arab	   neighbourhoods	   to	   the	  Palestinians.	   Israel	  would	   retain	   Jewish	   quarter	   and	   a	   passageway	   through	   Armenian	  quarter.	  The	  parties	  seemed	  close	  to	  accepting	  Clinton’s	  compromise.	  Barak	  stated	  that	  if	  Arafat	  were	  to	  accept	  the	  proposal,	  so	  would	  he.	  Arafat	  was	  initially	  less	  forthcoming;	  he	  and	  his	  negotiators	  complained	  that	  many	  crucial	  details	  still	  needed	  to	  be	  clarified.	  January	   2001,	   Arafat	   met	   Clinton	   in	   the	   White	   House	   for	   an	   extensive	   discussion.	  However,	   ‘According	   to	   Israeli	   and	   Palestinian	   negotiators,	   they	   were	   not	   able	   to	  complete	  an	  agreement	  because	  of	  the	  pressure	  of	  time	  ‘(Aggestam	  2002).	  Clinton	  left	  at	  the	   end	   of	   his	   second	   term	   with	   both	   parties	   reluctantly	   accepting	   his	   general	  framework,	  but	  without	  the	  time	  to	  push	  for	  a	  full	  agreement	  (Quandt	  2001).	  	  	  
4.2.3	  Outcome	  or	  present	  status	  of	  the	  conflict	  Despite	  the	  meetings	  at	  Camp	  David	  in	  July	  2000	  and	  Post-­‐Camp	  David	  mediation	  by	  Bill	  Clinton,	  an	  agreement	  was	  not	  reached.	  And	  in	  September	  that	  year,	  the	  second	  intifada	  erupted	  with	  great	  violence	  and	  continued	  with	  varying	  degrees	  of	   Israeli	  and	  Palestinian	  ferocity,	  until	   it	  was	   largely	  suppressed	  (Kriesberg	  2001).	  Kriesberg	  states,	  the	   second	   intifada	   resulted	   from	   Palestinian	   belief	   that	   Israel	   sought	   to	   impose	   a	  settlement	  and	   they	  must	  resist	  by	  resorting	   to	  violence.	   In	  effect,	   the	  violence	  was	   to	  undermine	  the	  Israelis	  who	  had	  believed	  a	  mutually	  acceptable	  accommodation	  with	  the	  Palestinians	  was	   possible.	   Israeli	   government	   began	   unilaterally	   to	   build	   a	   separation	  barrier	  and	  in	  2005,	  again	  unilaterally,	  removed	  Jewish	  settlers	  and	  Israeli	  armed	  forces	  from	   the	   Gaza	   Strip.	   On	   the	   Palestinian	   side,	   Islamic	   sentiments	   grew	   as	   a	   better	  alternative	  than	  the	  relatively	  secular,	  nationalist	  views	  important	  for	  PLO	  supporters.	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The	  growth	  and	  appeal	  of	  Hamas	  built	  on	  this	  shift	  could	  promise	  reducing	  the	  power	  asymmetry	   relative	   to	   the	   Israeli	   by	   its	   resistance	   and	   by	   winning	   support	   from	   the	  Islamic	  world	  (Ibid.).	  Today,	  Israel	  controls	  the	  lives	  of	  about	  3.8	  million	  Palestinians	  in	  Gaza	  and	  the	  West	  Bank,	  while	  colonizing	  lands,	  which	  the	  Palestinians	  have	  long	  dwelt	  on	  (Mearsheimer	  and	  Walt	  2006).	  
4.2.4	  Preliminary	  conclusion	  	  In	   the	   first	   term	   of	   his	   presidency	   mediation	   performed	   by	   Clinton	   involved	  predominately	  the	  facilitation	  of	  contact	  between	  the	  parties	  involved,	  while	  during	  his	  second	   term	   the	   determination	   of	   finding	   existing	   areas	   of	   overlapping	   positions	   and	  interests,	  suggesting	  compromises	  and	  the	  provision	  of	  guarantees	  for	  implementation	  were	   hallmarks	   of	   his	  more	   directive	   or	  manipulative	  mediation	   strategy.	   Besides,	   he	  provided	  incentives,	  persuaded	  and	  pressured	  the	  parties	  in	  finding	  agreements.	  Hence,	  in	   the	  course	  of	  events	  Clinton	  seemed	   to	  become	  more	  aware	  of	   the	  need	   for	  a	  more	  forceful	  approach.	  The	  mantra	  of	  his	  advisers	  was	  ‘we	  cannot	  want	  peace	  more	  than	  the	  parties	  do’	  (Quandt	  2007:	  375),	  but	  in	  the	  light	  of	  the	  difficulty	  of	  resolving	  the	  issue,	  the	  dynamics	  of	  the	  process	  required	  more	  than	  persuasion.	  	  	  In	  detail,	  Clinton	  used	  various	  strategies	  to	  help	  the	  opposing	  government	  to	  construct	  and	  agree	  on	  a	  settlement.	  Clinton’s	  mediation	  strategy	  in	  detail	  included:	  	  
• Establishing	  contact	  between	  the	  parties	  
• Exploring	   positions	   to	   determine	   the	   existing	   amount	   of	   convergence	   and	  accordingly	  set	  an	  attainable	  target	  	  
• Providing	  persuasion,	  pressure	  and	  incentives	  
• Suggesting	  bridging	  solutions	  	  In	  the	  course	  of	  events,	  for	  instance,	  Netanyahu,	  pressed	  by	  U.S.	  government	  mediation,	  led	   by	   Clinton,	   signed	   the	  Wye	   River	  Memorandum	   (Kriesberg	   2001).	   Personal	   effort	  and	  his	  willingness	  to	  commit	  help	  the	  parties	  to	  find	  a	  settlement	  made	  Netanyahu	  later	  state	  ‘He	  never	  stops’	  (Sicherman	  1999).	  Clinton	  is	  said	  to	  have	  alerted	  the	  U.S.	  role.	  So	  much,	  that	  the	  Wye	  agreement	  appeared	  less	  an	  Israeli-­‐Palestinian	  artefact	  than	  as	  U.S.	  deal	  with	  each	  of	  them	  alone,	  so	  Sicherman.	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Following	  the	  non-­‐implementation	  of	  the	  Wye	  agreements,	  and	  Barak’s	  electoral	  victory	  over	  Netanyahu,	  U.S.	  mediation	   took	  an	  even	  more	  assertive	  direction.	  Clinton	  invited	   the	   two	  parties	   to	  Camp	  David.	  Yet	   the	  American	   team	  arrived	  at	  Camp	  David	  with	  no	  formal	  proposal	  to	  put	  on	  the	  table	  or	  extensive	  preconsultations	  to	  draw	  from	  (Kurtzer	   et	   al.	   2013).	   For	   14	   days,	   Clinton	   and	   his	   team	   shuttled	   between	   the	   two	  parties,	   organised	   bilateral	   and	   trilateral	   meetings,	   suggested	   bridging	   proposals,	  offered	   incentives	   and	   guarantees	   and	   applied	  direct	   pressure.	   Clinton’s	   personal	   role	  during	  the	  Camp	  David	  is	  said	  to	  not	  only	  been	  that	  of	  a	  mediator	  but	  also	  as	  a	  conveyor	  of	   the	   positions	   of	   one	   side	   to	   the	   other,	   in	   particular	   the	   Israeli	   position	   to	   the	  Palestinians	  (Ibid.).	  A	  real	  restructuring	  of	  incentives	  through	  active	  mediation	  and	  the	  use	  of	  carrots	  and	  sticks	  appeared	  to	  be	  necessary	  to	  Clinton.	  	  	  Clinton	   tried	   to	  play	   the	  role	  of	  an	  active	  mediator	   in	   the	  end	  of	   this	   term	  who	  would	  steer	   the	   negotiating	   teams	   toward	   agreements	   by	  making	   substantive	   proposals	   and	  suggestions,	  who	  engage	  with	  political	  decision	  makers	   to	  extract	  command	  decisions,	  and	   offer	   both	   reassurance	   and	   pressure	   when	   needed.	   Throughout	   his	   career	   as	  mediator	  in	  the	  Israeli-­‐Palestinian	  conflict	  it	  happened	  that	  no	  president	  has	  been	  more	  trusted	  by	  mainstream	  Israelis	  than	  Clinton.	  And	  by	  his	  second	  term,	  some	  Palestinians	  were	  also	  claiming	  that	  Clinton	  was	  the	  first	  president	  to	  understand	  them.	  This	  ability,	  to	   reach	   over	   barrier,	   to	   appeal	   to	   both	   sides	   of	   a	   conflict,	   was	   vintage	   of	   Clinton,	   so	  Quandt	  (2007).	  As	  well,	  many	  claim	  (Quandt	  2001,	  Sichermann	  1999,	  Kriesberg	  2001)	  that	  his	  mere	  attendance	  at	  meetings	  made	  a	  difference.	  Of	  course	  one	  could	  argue,	  that	  his	  status	  as	  the	  President	  of	  the	  U.S.	  made	  the	  difference.	  Yet,	  with	  Clinton	  as	  mediator,	  holding	   the	   space,	   and	  with	   his	  mere	   presence,	   the	   conflict	   parties	   came	   closer	   to	   an	  agreement	   then	   ever	   (Ibid.).	   And	  when	   Arafat	   bid	   farewell	   to	   Clinton	   in	   a	   phone	   call	  January	  2001,	  he	  told	  him	  ‘You’re	  a	  great	  man’.	  Yet,	  Clinton	  responded	  ‘The	  hell	  I	  am.	  I’m	  a	   colossal	   failure	   and	  you	  made	  me	  one’	   (Stoessinger	  2011:	   260),	   acknowledging	   that	  interventions	   by	   him	   failed	   to	   bring	   about	   a	   final	   settlement	   nor	   a	   conflict	  transformation.	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4.3	  Mikhail	  Gorbachev	  and	  U.S.-­‐Soviet	  Union	  conflict	  In	  this	  third	  and	  last	  case	  study,	  we	  will	  travel	  through	  the	  last	  years	  of	  the	  Cold	  War	  and	  trace	  Gorbachev’s	  mediation	  strategies	  and	  skills.	  	  The	   year	   before	   Gorbachev	   became	   the	   leader	   of	   the	   Communist	   party	   in	   Russia	   he	  delivered	   a	   speech,	   which	   led	   some	   observers	   at	   the	   time	   assume	   that	   he	   was	   little	  different	  in	  orientation	  and	  position	  towards	  the	  West	  than	  from	  the	  former	  generation	  of	   leaders	   in	   the	   Soviet	  Union	   (Breslauer	   2002).	   Yet,	   the	   period	   of	   1985	   to	   1991	  was	  characterized	  by	  fundamental	  changes	  of	  the	  conflict	  between	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  and	  the	  U.S.	  	   	  
4.3.1	  History	  of	  the	  conflict	  Some	  claim,	  the	  Cold	  War	  began	  before	  the	  guns	  fell	  silent	  in	  Europe	  and	  in	  the	  Pacific	   in	   1945.	   Mistrust	   and	   suspicion	   had	   characterized	   U.S.-­‐Soviet	   relations	   for	  decades	  and	  competing	  ideologies	  and	  visions	  prevented	  U.S.	  president	  Harry	  S.	  Truman	  and	  Soviet	  premier	   Joseph	  Stalin	   to	   find	  common	  ground	   in	  governing	   the	  post-­‐World	  War	  II	  world.	  Truman	  worked	  on	  establishing	  a	  new	  international	  order,	  where	  he	  for	  instance	  supported	  the	  creation	  of	  the	  World	  Bank	  and	  the	  International	  Monetary	  Fund	  (IMF).	  In	  1947	  he	  outlined	  the	  Marshall	  Plan,	  which	  provided	  more	  than	  10	  billion	  U.S.	  dollars	   for	   rebuilding	   and	   reindustrialization	   of	   Germany.	   Stalin	   joined	   the	   U.S.	   in	  founding	   the	   United	   Nations,	   yet	   objected	   Truman	   in	  many	   issues,	   as	   he	   for	   instance	  rejected	   the	  Marshall	   plan	   as	  well	   the	   formation	   of	   the	   IMF.	   In	   a	   counter	   reaction,	   he	  created	  a	  kind	  of	  safeguard	  between	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  and	  Germany	  by	  establishing	  pro-­‐Communist	  governments	  in	  many	  other	  East	  European	  Countries.	  Soon,	  the	  division	  of	  East	  and	  West	  would	  be	  called	  iron	  curtain.	  Unable	  to	  drive	  American	  occupation	  from	  Berlin,	   a	  wall,	   built	   in	   1961	   through	   the	  middle	   of	   the	   city	  would	   represent	   in	   a	   very	  concrete	  way	  the	  division	  of	  East	  and	  West	  (Saull	  2001,	  Valenta	  and	  Cibulka	  1990.)	  	  Already	   in	  1947,	  Truman	   incorporated	  politics	  of	   containment	   into	  his	  Truman	  doctrine	   and	   he	   convinced	   the	   Western	   European	   powers	   to	   join	   the	   North	   Atlantic	  Treaty	   Organization	   (NATO).	   The	   intention	  was	   that	  members	   were	   able	   to	  mutually	  defend	   themselves	   against	   the	   danger	   of	   Soviet	   invasion.	   Again	   in	   a	   counteract,	   the	  Soviet	   Union	   sponsored	   a	   similar	   treaty,	   called	   Warsaw	   Pact,	   of	   its	   own	   in	   1955	  (Ramsbothan	  et	  al.	  2011).	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Cold	  War	  tensions	  surfaced	  strongly	  in	  1950,	  when	  the	  Soviets	  supported	  North	  Korea	  when	   invading	   South	  Korea.	   In	   acts	   of	   containing	   the	   spread	   of	   Communism,	   Truman	  increased	  military	  spending	  to	  push	  North	  Korea	  back	  (Saull	  2001).	  	  Where	  there	  was	  never	  a	  direct	  military	  confrontation	  between	  the	  U.S.	  and	  the	  Soviet	   Union,	   there	   was	   constant	   competition.	   Both	   the	   U.S.	   and	   the	   Soviet	   Union	  pursued	  nuclear	   rearmament	   throughout	   the	  decades	   as	  well	   as	   they	  developed	   long-­‐range	  weapons,	  prepared	  any	  time	  to	  strike	  the	  territory	  of	  the	  other.	   In	  August	  1957,	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  launched	  the	  world’s	  first	  intercontinental	  ballistic	  missile	  and	  the	  first	  Earth	   satellite,	   ‘Sputnik’.	   It	   inaugurating	   the	   Space	  Race	   that	   culminated	   in	   the	  Apollo	  moon	  landing,	  which	  astronaut	  Frank	  Borman	  later	  described	  as	  ‘just	  a	  battle	  in	  the	  Cold	  War’	  (Schofield	  2007	  :	  83).	  Interested	  in	  more	  stable	  and	  predictable	  international	  system,	  by	  1970s	  a	  period	  of	   détente	   begun,	  where	   Strategic	   Arms	   Limitations	   Talks	  were	   initiated.	   Yet,	   détente	  collapsed	  with	  the	  Soviet	  war	  in	  Afghanistan	  beginning	  1979	  and	  it	  followed	  a	  period	  of	  elevating	   tensions	   (Cummings	   2008).	   When	   Gorbachev	   was	   unanimously	   elected	   to	  head	   the	   Soviet	   Communist	   Party	   in	   1985	   the	   threat	   of	   nuclear	  war	  was	   overarching	  (Arie	  2005).	  	  
4.3.2	  Mediation	  effort	  and	  development	  of	  the	  conflict	  I	   argue,	   one	   can	   not	   talk	   about	   Gorbachev’s	   work	   on	   transforming	   the	   conflict	  between	  the	  superpowers	  without	  knowing	  about	  his	  domestic	  policy,	  which	  was	  above	  under	   Gorbachev’s	   rule	   mainly	   conducted	   through	   three	   programs:	   Perestroika	  (rebuilding,	  primarily	  applied	  to	  economics	  but	  referred	  to	  society	  in	  general),	  glasnost	  (public	  voicing),	  and	  demokratizatsiya	  (democratization)(Curtis	  1996).	  	  Speeches	  given	  by	  Gorbachev	  in	  Communist	  party	  during	  1985	  and	  through	  early	  1986	  were	  more	  radical	  than	  those	  delivered	  during	  December	  1984	  to	  February	  1985;	  they	   included	   phrases	   and	   formulations	   that	   were	   associated	   with	   political	   and	  economic	   reform,	   so	   Breslauer	   (2003).	   In	   his	   study	   Breslauer	   identifies	   themes	   in	  Gorbachev’s	   speeches,	   such	   as	   acceleration,	   discipline,	   the	   need	   for	   both	  workers	   and	  cadres	  to	  learn	  to	  think	  differently	  and	  the	  need	  for	  greater	  ‘socialist	  democracy’.	  At	  the	  same	  time	  Gorbachev	  continued	  to	  talk	  about	  the	  need	  for	  economic	  reform.	  At	  the	  27th	  party	  congress	  in	  February	  1986	  he	  speaks	  the	  first	  time	  of	  the	  need	  for	  ‘radical	  reform’	  and	  in	  July	  the	  same	  year	  he	  equated	  perestroika	  with	  ‘real	  revolution’.	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During	   an	   interview	  with	   PBS	  Gorbachev	   in	   the	   year	   2001	   referrers	   to	  meanings	   and	  implications	  of	  perestroika:	  	  	   ‘Well,	  perestroika	  -­‐-­‐	  that	  is	  to	  say,	  restructuring	  of	  the	  Soviet	  system	  –	  […]	  It	  was	  the	  most	  militarized,	   the	  most	   centralized,	   the	  most	   rigidly	   disciplined;	   it	  was	   stuffed	  with	  nuclear	  weapons	  and	  other	  weapons.	  It	  was	  possible	  to	  do	  things	  in	  a	  way	  that	  could	  have	  led	  to	  civil	  war	  and	  to	  the	  destruction	  of	  the	  world.	  In	  a	  chaotic	  situation,	  one	  nuclear	   submarine	   could	  have	   caused	  havoc.	   So	  we	  had	   to	  act	   very	   seriously.’	  (pbs.org	  n.d.	  c).	  	  Yet,	   Gorbachev	  would	   remain	   vague	   about	   the	   specific	   policies	   that	   would	   flow	   from	  theses	  principles,	  and	  the	  wrapping	  in	  more	  traditionalist	  rhetoric	  allowed	  puritans	  and	  technocrats	   to	   feel	   less	   threatened,	  which	   they	   otherwise	  might	   have	  been	   (Breslauer	  2003,	  Curtis	  1996).	  He	   consistently	   tried	   to	  demonstrate	   that,	  while	  being	  a	   reformist	  and	  arguing	  for	  chance,	  he	  remained	  faithful	   to	  the	   ideological	   tradition.	   Indeed,	   in	  his	  speeches	  and	  writings	  during	  1987	  and	  1988	  he	  consistently	  extolled	  and	  quoted	  Lenin	  to	   justify	   his	   most	   radical	   proposals.	   Gorbachev	   sought	   to	   reassure	   (critical	   and	  cautious)	  members	  of	  the	  Central	  Committee	  that	  his	  intention	  was	  to	  ‘deepen	  people’s	  socialist	  self-­‐government.	  […]	  (Brelauer	  2003:	  64).	  Henceforth,	  democracy	  was	  after	  all	  to	  be	  a	  ‘socialist	  democracy’	  (Ibid.).	  He	  would	  say	  that	  Leninist	  must	  be	  creative,	  just	  as	  Lenin	  was	  himself.	  	  Gorbachev	  often	  mediated	  tensions	  within	  the	  Politburo	  and	  in	  December	  1986,	  for	  instance,	  he	  suspended	  a	  meeting	  of	  the	  Politburo	  without	  decision.	  The	  reason	  for	  this	  move	  was	  was	   that	   the	  debate	  had	  become	  so	  heated	   that	  he	   feared	  a	  split	   in	   the	  Politburo	   (Brelauer	   2003).	   As	   a	   result	   of	   inter-­‐party	   tensions	   Gorbachev	   was	   able	  between	   1987	   and	   1989	   to	   position	   himself	   as	   a	   liaison	   among	   shifting	   coalitions	   of	  supporters	  and	  dissenters	  within	  the	  party	  (Ibid.,	  Curtis	  1996,	  Saull	  2001).	  	  Throughout	  his	  career,	  Gorbachev	  had	  increasingly	  become	  a	  mediator	  between	  members	  of	  the	  Communist	  party	  in	  Russia	  and	  in	  extensions	  between	  the	  superpowers.	  What	   he	   sought	   to	   advance	   first	  within	   the	   party	   and	   later	   between	   the	   superpowers	  was	   a	   view	   that	   subordinated,	   or	   later	   by	   being	   more	   radically	   in	   his	   reforms,	  abandoned	  inter-­‐bloc	  competition	  (Breslauer	  2003,	  Arie	  2005,	  Curtis	  1996).	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The	  formulation	  of	  perestroika	  by	  the	  Soviet	  government	  affected	  not	  only	  national,	  but	  also	   foreign	   affairs,	   especially	   in	   term	   of	   how	   Gorbachev	   was	   seen	   by	   U.S.	   president	  Ronald	  Reagan	  and	  Prime	  Minister	  Margaret	  Thatcher	  of	  Great	  Britain.	  When	   the	   first	  hinting	  of	  perestroika	  had	  been	  made	  public	  in	  1985	  Reagan	  wrote	  in	  is	  personal	  diary	  that	  Gorbachev	   ‘is	   a	   different	   type	   than	  past	   Soviet	   leaders	   and	   that	  we	   can	   go	   along’	  (Reagan	   2007:	   317).	   Simultaneously,	   Reagan	   sought	   to	   use	   Gorbachev’s	   perceived	  willingness	  to	  mediate	  negotiations	  to	  his	  advantage.	  Reagan	  was	  aware	  that	  the	  United	  States	   was	   economically	   stronger	   than	   the	   Soviet	   Union,	   which	   no	   longer	   able	   to	  respond	  to	  U.S.	  rearmament	  with	  rearmament,	  so	  Reagan	  thought	  (Curtis	  1996).	  Similar	  to	  Reagan,	  Thatcher	  recognized	   the	  weak	  economy	  of	   the	  Soviet	  Union,	  describing	   the	  USSR	  as	  an	  economic	  failure	  (Ibid.).	  	  	  Gorbachev	  referrers	  to	  a	  meeting	  with	  Thatcher	  in	  December	  1984	  in	  the	  PBS	  interview	  used	   above,	  where	   he	   and	   the	  British	   Prime	  Minister	   addressed	   the	   arms	   race	   	   ‘[…]	   I	  went	   to	  Britain	   and	   talked	  with	  Mrs.	   Thatcher	   for	   several	   hours.	  We	  had	   a	   very	   open	  dialogue	   and	   discussed	   [the	   arms	   race]	   as	  well.	   I	   showed	   her	   a	   kind	   of	   diagram	  with	  1,000	  little	  squares,	  and	  every	  little	  square	  represented	  1,000th	  of	  the	  nuclear	  weapons	  accumulated	  in	  the	  world	  by	  that	  time.	  And	  every	  square	  contained	  enough	  to	  destroy	  life	  on	  earth.	  So	  life	  on	  earth	  could	  be	  destroyed	  1,000	  times	  over’	  (pbs.org	  n.d.	  c).	  The	  relationship	  between	  West	  and	  East	  began	   to	  change,	   so	  did	  Thatcher	  announce	   in	  an	  interview	  with	  the	  BBC	  in	  1985	  ‘I	  am	  cautiously	  optimistic.	  I	  like	  Gorbachev.	  We	  can	  do	  business	  together.’	  (Curtis	  1996:	  144).	  	  
4.3.2.1	  From	  Geneva	  to	  the	  lift	  of	  the	  ‘Iron	  curtain’	  Gorbachev’s	  slogan	   for	   foreign	  policy	  was	  new	  thinking.	  Rather	   than	   focused	  on	  Marxist-­‐Leninist	  concepts	  of	  irreconcilable	  conflict	  between	  capitalism	  and	  communism,	  
new	   thinking	   was	   based	   on	   shared	   moral	   and	   ethnical	   principles	   to	   solve	   global	  problems.	  By	  characterizing	   the	  continual	  build-­‐up	  of	  arms	  as	   ‘absurd	  and	  dangerous’,	  Gorbachev	   attempted	   to	   level	   the	   playing	   field	   between	   the	   superpowers,	   also	   by	  advocating	  ‘the	  need	  for	  imaginative	  thinking	  to	  meet	  the	  challenges	  of	  changing	  times’.	  (Graebner	   2008:	   91).	   This	   imaginative	   thinking	   involved	   among	   others	   peaceful	  confrontation,	   peaceful	   rivalry	   and	   more	   open,	   trustful	   relations	   between	   the	  communist	  East	  the	  democratic	  West	  (Cummings	  2008).	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Exercised	   by	   his	   predecessor,	   Gorbachev	   did	   not	   depart	   from	   the	   strategy	   of	   offering	  gradual	   Soviet	   concessions	   in	  arms-­‐control	  negotiations	  and	  of	  demanding	  equivalent,	  reciprocal	   concessions	   from	   the	   United	   States.	   Nevertheless,	   breaking	   the	   Soviet	  government’s	   announced	   determination	   to	   avoid	   such	   meetings	   until	   the	   U.S.	   had	  abandoned	  its	  Strategic	  Defence	  Initiative,	  he	  did	  meet	  with	  President	  Reagan	  in	  Geneva	  (October	  1985)	  and	  Reykjavik	  (1986)	  (Breslauner	  2003).	  	  	  The	  meeting	   in	  Switzerland	  took	  place	   in	  November	  1985	  and	  for	  the	   first	   time	  Regan	  and	  Gorbachev	  reaffirmed	  their	  commitment	  to	  deep	  cuts	  in	  strategic	  weapons	  (Cannon	  1986).	   Nevertheless,	   one	   of	   Gorbachev’s	   first	   statements	   during	   the	   summit	   would	  suggest	  he	  was	  to	  rely	  on	  the	  strategy	  on	  pressure	  and	  threat:	  ‘Make	  no	  mistake,	  we	  can	  match	  you,	  whatever	  you	  do.’	  (Shultz	  n.d.).	  This	  is	  reported	  from	  a	  witness	  of	  the	  Geneva	  meeting,	  the	  U.S.	  Secretary	  of	  State	  George	  Shultz.	  He	  writes	  in	  his	  memoirs	  that	  on	  the	  first	  day	  of	   the	  meeting,	  Gorbachev	  also	  brought	  up	  Afghanistan5.	  Yet,	  here	  Gorbachev	  talked	   about	   the	   withdrawal	   of	   Soviet	   troops	   ‘as	   part	   of	   general	   political	   settlement	  between	  us’	  (Ibid).	  Shutz	  saw	  a	  chance	  in	  this	  open	  statement,	  but	  no	  one	  followed	  up	  on	  it.	  Besides,	  they	  talked	  about	  the	  Strategic	  Defence	  Initiative	  (SDI)6,	  yet	  both	  stood	  firm,	  making	  not	  concessions.	  Gorbachev	  had	  a	  set	  of	  questions	  about	  SDI,	  which	  he	  claimed	  was	  taking	  the	  two	  superpowers	  into	  a	  new	  arms	  race,	  as	  it	  would	  require	  the	  Soviets	  to	  increase	  their	  offensive	  weaponry	  while	  developing	  their	  own	  SDI.	  Soviets	  SDI	  would	  be	  cheaper	  and	  better	  than	  the	  U.S.	  ones,	  Gorbachev	  assured	  the	  Americans.	  On	  the	  second	  summit	  day,	  after	  a	  heating	  talk	  on	  SDI	  where	  Reagan	  made	  his	  deep	  belief	  in	  defence	  of	  nuclear	  missiles	  clear,	  everybody	  went	  silent	  and	  Gorbachev,	  after	  some	  time	  said	   ‘Mr.	  President,	   I	   don’t	   agree	   with	   you,	   but	   I	   can	   see	   that	   you	   really	   mean	   what	   you	   say’	  (Shultz	   n.d.).	   In	   sum	   Shultz	   assessed	   the	   summit	   in	   1985	   as	   great	   achievement,	   the	  precedent	   of	   serious	   and	   direct	   talk	   had	   been	   established,	   agreement	   on	   issues	   was	  possible.	  There	  were	  (passionately)	  disagreements	  on	  SDI,	  but	  this	  would	  not	  set	  back	  the	  process	  or	  discourage	  people	  involved	  in	  it.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  5	  Soviet	   military	   involvement	   in	   Afghanistan	   has	   a	   long	   history.	   As	   part	   of	   the	   Cold	  War,	   the	  Soviet-­‐Afghan	   War	   (1979-­‐1989)	   was	   fought	   between	   Soviet-­‐led	   Afghan	   forces	   against	   multi-­‐national,	  insurgent	  groups	  (called	  Mujahideen)	  (Wilkenfeld	  et	  al.	  2005).	  6	  SDI	  was	  a	  plan	  to	  deploy	  large-­‐scale	  defences	  that	  would	  ‘render	  nuclear	  weapons	  impotent’,	  so	  Reagan.	   But	   the	   Soviets	   considered	   missile	   defence	   dangerous	   because	   it	   could	   upset	   the	  strategic	  balance	  (Sokov	  2007).	  
	   60	  
Ronald	   Reagan’s	   assessment	   of	   the	   summit	   can	   be	   traced	   in	   a	   speech	   given	   in	  Washington	  D.C	  short	  after	  the	  summit:	  	  	   ‘[…]	  Mr.	  Gorbachev	  and	  myself	  [...]	  We	  understand	  each	  other	  better,	  and	  that's	  a	  key	  to	   peace.	   I	   gained	   a	   better	   perspective;	   I	   feel	   he	   did,	   too.	   It	   was	   a	   constructive	  meeting;	  […]	  I	  found	  Mr.	  Gorbachev	  to	  be	  an	  energetic	  defender	  of	  Soviet	  policy.	  He	  was	  an	  eloquent	  speaker	  and	  a	  good	  listener.’	  (millercenter.org	  n.d.	  b).	  	  	  It	   becomes	   apparent	   that	   during	   Geneva	   Gorbachev	   and	   Reagan	   had	   established	   a	  personal	  relationship	  besides	  their	  negotiations	  on	  reaching	  an	  agreement	  on	  bilateral	  nuclear	  arms	  reductions	  had	  reached	  an	  impasse.	  	  In	   January	  1986,	  Gorbachev	  had	  gone	  public	  with	   sweeping	  proposals	   to	   eliminate	   all	  nuclear	  weapons	   by	   2000m	   in	   three	   stages.	   The	   first	   stage	  was	   to	   take	   in	   five	   years,	  which	   envisaged	   a	   50	   percent	   reduction	   of	   strategic	   weapons	   and	   deep	   reduction	   of	  intermediate-­‐range	  weapons	   including	   their	   complete	   elimination	   in	  Europe.	   The	   first	  stage	  remained	  in	  the	  air	  and	  Gorbachev	  intended	  to	  use	  the	  personal	  relationship	  with	  Reagan	  to	  achieve	  a	  breakthrough	  over	  the	  heads	  of	  negotiators	  who	  seemed	  occupied	  with	  technical	  details.	  	  The	  reduction	  of	  nuclear	  weapons	  were	  however	  conditioned	  on	  the	  U.S.	   agreeing	  not	   to	  withdraw	   from	   the	  1972	  ABM	  Treaty,	  which	   limited	   strategic	  missile	   defence	   for	   at	   least	   then	   years.	   But	   this	   condition	   interfered	  with	   the	   Reagan	  Administration’s	  Strategic	  Defense	  Initiative	  (Sokov	  2007).	  	  	  Throughout	  1986,	  Gorbachev	  had	  direct	  exchange	  of	  letters	  with	  Reagan,	  dealing	  with	  a	  range	   of	   regional,	   humanitarian,	   and	   bilateral	   issues.	   The	   full	   texts	   of	   letters	   and	   oral	  exchanges	   are	   not	   available.	   Yet,	   from	   the	   excerpts	   released	   it	   seems	   that	   Gorbachev	  may	  have	  been	  signalling	  that	  the	  space	  weapons	  issue	  could	  not	  be	  settled	  at	  the	  time.	  However,	   a	   possible	  major	   step	   forward	   towards	   banning	   nuclear	   testing	  might	   have	  been	  enough	  to	  justify	  another	  summit	  (Garthoff	  2003).	  	  In	  general,	  that	  year	  marked	  a	  shift	  from	  Reagan’s	  domination	  of	  the	  relationship	  to	   his	   sharing	   of	   at	   least	   an	   equal	   role	   with	   Gorbachev,	   who	   had	   also	   come	   to	   be	  increasingly	  active	  in	  making	  proposals	  for	  concessions	  each	  side	  could	  make	  (Ibid.).	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The	   second	   summit	   meeting	   between	   Gorbachev	   and	   Reagan,	   which	   took	   place	   at	  Reykjavik	  in	  October	  1986,	  was	  said	  to	  be	  spectacular	  failure	  in	  the	  immediate	  run,	  yet	  it	  opened	   up	   new	   possibilities	   in	   arms	   control.	   Gorbachev	   had	   proposed	   the	   ‘working	  meeting’	  in	  July	  that	  year.	  According	  to	  him,	  he	  proposed	  the	  summit	  since	  ‘we	  could	  not	  allowed	   the	   failure’	   of	   the	   summit	   meeting	   planned	   for	   the	   following	   year	   in	  Washington.	  Before	  the	  Reykjavik	  meetings,	  Gorbachev	  had	  unilaterally	  observed	  a	  14-­‐month	  nuclear	  testing	  moratorium	  despite	  scepticism	  in	  Soviet	  military	  circles,	  hoping	  he	   could	   send	   a	   sign	   to	   the	   U.S.	   and	   persuade	   them	   to	   join	   the	  moratorium	   (Cannon	  1986).	  During	   the	  Reykjavik	   talks	  Gorbachev	  was	   constrained	  by	   a	   Politburo	  decision,	  which	  limited	  his	  mediation	  position	  in	  the	  Reykjavik	  negotiations.	  Although	  he	  had	  dominated	  the	   Politburo	   decision-­‐making	   and	   had	   great	   latitude,	   the	   collective	   decision	   on	   Anti-­‐ballistic	  missiles	  testing	  constraints	  meant	  that	  he	  did	  not	  have	  a	  free	  hand	  on	  that	  issue.	  For	   instance,	   a	   number	   of	   Gorbachev’s	   close	   associates	   emphasised	   that	   he	   had	   to	   be	  considerate	  regarding	  the	  Politburo	  consensus,	  since	  he	  was	  after	  all	  General	  Secretary	  and	  not	  Emperor	  (Garthoff	  2003).	  No	  one	  knows	  whether	  he	  would	  have	  been	  prepared	  to	  make	  further	  concessions	  if	  there	  had	  not	  been	  this	  constraint.	  Reagan	  was	  committed	  to	  see	  his	  Strategic	  Defence	  Initiative	  (SDI)	  to	  completion.	  Gorbachev,	   concerned	  about	   an	   imbalance	  of	  power,	  was	   equally	  determined	   to	  make	  sure	   SDI	  would	   not	   be	   implemented.	   Reagan	   offered	   assurance	   to	  Gorbachev	   that	   the	  missiles	   defence	   shield	   was	   developed	   not	   to	   gain	   an	   advantage,	   but	   to	   offer	   safety	  against	   accidents	  or	  other	  nations.	  Towards	   the	  end	  of	   the	  meeting,	  Gorbachev	  would	  accept	   the	   continued	   development	   of	   SDI	   as	   long	   as	   testing	   was	   confined	   to	   the	  laboratory	   for	   the	   next	   ten	   years.	   Reagan	   would	   not	   agree	   on	   this	   proposal	  (thereaganvision.org	   n.d.).	   While	   the	   negotiation	   itself	   did	   not	   produce	   the	   results	  desired	   by	   Reagan	   nor	   Gorbachev,	   the	   legacy	   of	   the	   event	   was	   lasting,	   foremost	  producing	  possibilities	   to	  discuss,	  which	   in	  previous	  administrations	  would	  have	  been	  beyond	   imagination,	   so	  Mellor	   (2007).	   Gorbachev	   claimed	   that	   the	   United	   States	   had	  come	  to	  Reykjavik	  empty-­‐handed	  with	  inert	  proposals	  that	  had	  been	  opposed	  in	  Geneva.	  	  After	   the	  Reykjavik	   talks	   he	   said	   to	  Reagan	   that	   they	   ‘were	  missing	   a	   historic	   chance.	  Never	   had	   our	   positions	   been	   so	   close	   together.’	   (Cannon	   1986).	   Reagan	   himself	   said	  ‘We	  moved	   toward	   agreement	   on	   drastically	   reduced	   numbers	   of	   intermediate-­‐range	  missiles	   in	   both	   Europe	   and	   Asia	   […]	  We	   approached	   agreement	   on	   sharply	   reduced	  strategic	  arsenals	  for	  both	  our	  countries.	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We	  made	  progress	  in	  the	  area	  of	  nuclear	  testing,	  but	  there	  was	  remaining	  at	  the	  end	  of	  our	   talks	   one	   area	   of	   disagreement	   -­‐	   the	  American	   SDI	   program’	   (thereaganvision.org	  n.d.).	  	  	  In	   summer	   1987,	   the	   Soviet	   Union	   made	   concessions	   on	   the	   long-­‐standing	   issue	   of	  intermediate-­‐range	  nuclear	  arm	  in	  Europe.	  Later	  that	  year,	  at	  a	  summit	  in	  Washington,	  both	   signed	   the	   Intermediate-­‐Range	   Nuclear	   Forces	   Treaty	   (INF	   Treaty).	   	   There	   the	  nations	  committed	  themselves	  to	  eliminate	  all	  intermediate-­‐	  and	  shorter-­‐range	  missiles	  from	  Europe.	  After	  the	  decades	  -­‐	  long	  arm	  race	  between	  U.S.	  and	  Russia,	  this	  marked	  a	  significant	  shift	  in	  the	  transatlantic	  relationship	  (Garthoff	  2003).	  	  	  
4.3.2.2	  Conflict	  approach	  	  At	   the	   speech	   at	   the	   UN	   organization	   in	   December	   1988	   Gorbachev	   addressed	  many	   of	   the	   themes	   he	   had	   first	   systematically	   outlined	   to	   the	   Soviet	   party	   congress	  nearly	  three	  years	  earlier.	  Nevertheless,	  now	  he	  was	  able	  to	  address	  a	  world	  audience	  that	  could	  see	  accumulating	  evidence	  that	  Soviet	  policy	  was	  reflecting	  new	  assessments	  and	  conceptions.	  He	  repeated	  the	  need	  for	  a	  new	  structure	  of	  international	  relations,	  a	  new	   concept	   of	   security	   in	   an	   interdependent	   world.	   As	   an	   example	   for	   constructive	  political	   exchange,	   he	   cited	   the	   U.S.-­‐Soviet	   relation:	   ‘Look	   how	   our	   relations	   have	  changed’	   (Garthoff	   2003:	   365).	   As	   well,	   he	   noted	   the	   need	   for	   ‘deideologization’	   of	  interstate	  relations	  and	  spoke	  meaningfully	  of	  the	  ‘compelling	  necessity	  of	  the	  principle	  of	   freedom	  of	  choice	  […]	  a	  universal	  principle	  to	  which	  there	  should	  be	  no	  exceptions’	  (Ibid.).	  He	  stressed	  the	  need	  for	  settling	  international	  differences	  through	  ‘a	  balance	  of	  interests’	  and	  through	  the	  avoidance	  of	  violence.	  Not	  all	  member	  of	  the	  Soviet	  leadership	  agreed	   with	   Gorbachev’s	   foreign	   policy,	   and	   Ligachev	   (Senior	   Politburo	   member)	  complained	   that	   Gorbachev’s	   UN	   speech	   has	   not	   been	   cleared	   or	   discussed	   in	   the	  Politburo	  (Ibid.).	  	  	  As	  mentioned,	  even	  so	  much	  of	  Soviet	  doctrine	  had	  dissolved	  since	  the	  death	  of	  Stalin,	  the	   image	  of	   the	   international	   system	  was	   in	   the	  mid	  1980s	   still	   based	  on	   two	   camps	  (Breslauer	   2003).	   Gorbachev	   basic	   understanding	   and	   point	   of	   departure	   for	   his	  (international)	  mediation	  efforts	  stemmed	  from	  a	  quite	  different	  perspective:	  instead	  of	  a	   two-­‐camp	   struggle,	   Gorbachev	   advocated	   the	   interdependence	   (see	   quote	   below)	   of	  the	  world	  and	  all	  human	  interests.	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Henceforth,	   the	   threat	   of	   nuclear	   arm	   race,	   the	  militarization	   of	   international	   politics	  was	  especially	  critical	  in	  his	  thinking	  and	  had	  high	  priority	  in	  his	  way	  in	  dealing	  with	  the	  superpowers.	  Much	  of	  his	  mediation	  work	  within	  the	  Politburo	  and	  on	  an	  international	  scale	  was	   contributed	   to	   the	   redefinition	   of	   security	   (Garthoff	   2003,	   Breslauer	   2003).	  Since	   Gorbachev	   abandoned	   the	   notion	   of	   states	   as	   self-­‐help	   system	   and	   because	   he	  changed	  the	  rules	  by	  which	  they	  interacted	  and	  operated,	  a	  transformation	  of	  Soviet-­‐U.S.	  relationships	   was	   possible	   so	   it	   is	   argued	   (Ibid.).	   In	   extension,	   with	   this	   the	  transformation	   of	   the	   character	   of	   the	   international	   system	   has	   been	   possible.	   As	  Gorbachev	   states	   in	   an	   interview	   in	   2001,	   background	   of	   his	   mediation	   effort	   and	  understanding	  of	  the	  conflict	  was	  based	  on	  interdependencies:	  	  	   ‘	  […]	  in	  February	  1986,	  less	  than	  a	  year	  after	  my	  coming	  to	  power	  in	  our	  country,	  at	  the	   27th	   Congress	   of	   the	   Communist	   Party,	   […]	   we	   stated	   that	   the	   world,	   even	  though	   there	   were	   many	   conflicts	   and	   contradictions,	   is	   interrelated,	  interdependent,	  and	  that	  the	  world	   is	  becoming	   increasingly	  a	  single	  whole.	  And	  if	  we	  are	  one,	  if	  we're	  all	  a	  single	  whole,	  if	  we	  are	  all	  mutually	  interdependent,	  then	  we	  must	   act	   differently.	   That	   was	   one	   of	   the	   most	   important	   points	   of	   departure	   in	  thinking	   about	   the	   future.	   It	   was	   very	   important	   for	   developing	   our	   plans,	   for	  developing	  domestic	  policies	  and	  particularly	  foreign	  policy.’	  (pbs.org	  n.d.	  c).	  	  Gorbachev	   recognized	   that	   a	   reformation	   of	   the	   system	   required	   ideological	   and	  organizational	  challenges	  to	  the	  heritage	  within	  he	  operated.	  The	  transformation	  within	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  and	  consequently	  of	   the	  global	   system	  was	  possible	   since	  Gorbachev	  was	  prepared	  to	  synthesize	  Leninism	  with	  a	  variation	  of	  procedural	  democracy	  and	  the	  he	  was	  ready	  to	  abandon	  the	  anti-­‐imperialist	  struggle,	  so	  Garthoff	  2003	  and	  Breslauer	  2003.	  As	  such,	  one	  might	  argue	  that	  the	  end	  of	  the	  conflict,	  the	  end	  of	  the	  Cold	  War,	  was	  not	  a	  compromise	  between	  East	  and	  West.	  	  In	  seeing	  the	  conflict	  in	  non-­‐zero	  sum	  terms,	  either	   both	   would	   loose	   or	   win,	   Gorbachev’s	   mediation	   strategy,	   such	   as	   making	  substantive	   suggestions	   and	  proposals	   (INF	   treaty)	  were	  directed	   to	  move	   the	  parties	  towards	  a	  win-­‐win	  outcome,	  towards	  a	  complete	  conflict	  transformation.	  	  	  	  
4.3.3	  Outcome	  or	  present	  state	  of	  the	  conflict	  	  	  Since	  the	  Soviet-­‐led	  invasion	  of	  Czechoslovakai	  in	  1968	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  did	  hold	  up	  the	  existing	  order	  in	  many	  east-­‐European	  states.	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But	  in	  July	  1989,	  in	  a	  speech	  to	  he	  Council	  of	  Europe	  Gorbachev	  insisted	  on	  ‘the	  sovereign	  right	  of	  each	  people	  to	  choose	  their	  own	  social	  system’	  (Gorbachev	  2011:	  26).	  A	   month	   before,	   the	   communist	   regime	   in	   Poland	   held	   relatively	   free	   parliamentary	  election	  -­‐	  the	  communists	  lost	  all	  contested	  seats.	  In	  Hungary	  the	  communist	  regime	  has	  steadily	  accelerated	  its	  reforms.	  As	  it	  had	  started	  to	  dismantling	  fortifications	  along	  its	  border	  with	  Austria,	   in	   the	  summer	  1989	  East	  German	  vacationers	  began	  to	  escape	  to	  the	   West	   through	   this	   hole	   in	   the	   Iron	   Curtain.	   East	   Germans	   who	   ‘stayed	   behind’	  demonstrated	  on	  the	  streets	  from	  reform.	  The	  ouster	  of	  East	  Germany	  communist	  party	  leader	  Honecker	   failed	   to	   restore	  order,	   and	   soon	  authorities	  haphazardly	  opened	   the	  Berlin	  Wall	   in	  November	  1989.	  At	  a	  summit	  meeting	  in	  Malta,	  Gorbachev	  and	  new	  U.S.	  president	   Bush	   declared	   the	   end	   to	   the	   Cold	   War	   in	   1989	   (Ibid.,	   Kalinovsky	   2011)	   .	  Throughout	  the	  1990	  and	  19991,	  Soviet-­‐controlled	  institutions	  in	  Eastern	  Europe	  were	  dismantles	  and	  Gorbachev	  and	  West	  German	  chancellor	  Helmut	  Kohl	  had	  worked	  out	  an	  agreement	  by	  which	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  acceded	  to	  a	  unified	  Germany	  within	  NATO	  (Curtis	  1996).	  	  A	   Washington	   summit	   in	   1990	   included	   an	   extensive	   discussion	   of	   Soviet-­‐U.S.	  cooperation	   in	   the	   Third	   World;	   Gorbachev	   and	   the	   new	   U.S.	   president	   George	   H.W.	  Bush	   spoke	   engaged	   on	   a	   productive	   project	   to	   ‘put	   out	   local	   fires	   around	   the	   globe.’	  (Kalinovsky	   2011:	   41).	   Gorbachev	   was	   very	   attached	   to	   the	   idea	   of	   a	   US-­‐Soviet	  partnership	  in	  resolution	  of	  regional	  conflicts	  (such	  as	  in	  Nicaragua,	  Cuba	  or	  Zimbabwe).	  And	  due,	   in	  large	  part,	  Soviet-­‐US	  cooperation	  practically	  all	  conflicts	  could	  be	  solve.	  As	  U.S.-­‐Soviet	  rivalry	  disappeared,	  the	  most	  significant	  cause	  of	  many	  of	  those	  conflicts	  was	  removed	  (Ibid.).	  
4.3.4	  Preliminary	  conclusion	  One	   can	   trance	   in	   records,	   interviews,	   literate,	   and	   people	   reporting	   their	  experience	   with	   him,	   that	   Gorbachev	   had	   a	   capacity	   for	   mediating	   and	   leading	  discussion	  in	  small	  (inner	  party)	  as	  well	  as	  international	  groups.	  He	  was	  characterized	  by	  a	  sense	  of	  timing	  and	  his	  alternative,	  creative	  way	  of	  thinking	  and	  his	  connection	  to	  reality	   (Kalinovsky	   2011,	   Saull	   2001).	   Besides,	   memoirs	   of	   Gorbachev’s	   aides	   and	  associates,	  so	  Breslauer,	  agreed	  that	  he	  would	  play	  people	  off	  against	  each	  other,	  as	  well	  as	  he	  allegedly	  preferred	  to	  have	  others	  do	  kamikaze	  work	  for	  him.	  Assigned	  to	  advocate	  policies,	  they	  were	  to	  take	  the	  political	  heat,	  while	  Gorbachev	  sat	  back	  and	  assessed	  the	  situation.	  He	  would	  then	  decide	  to	  either	  intervene	  on	  their	  behalf	  or	  disown	  them.	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As	  well,	   it	   is	   reported	   that	  he	  preferred	   to	  have	  several	   teams	  working	  parallel	  on	   the	  same	   task.	   And	   in	   difficult	   issues	   Gorbachev	   would	   never	   say	   yes	   or	   no,	   he	   rather	  resorted	  to	  interjection,	  silence	  or	  to	  changing	  the	  topic	  (Breslauer	  2003).	  	  	  One	  can	  trace	  all	  three	  mediation	  strategies	  in	  Gorbachev’s	  effort	  to	  manage	  the	  conflict.	  In	  detail	  he	  effort	  include:	  	  	  	  Communicative-­‐Facilitation	   Formulation	   Manipulation	  
• Making	  contact	  with	  the	  parties	  
• Identifying	  issues	  and	  interests	  
• Developing	  a	  framework	  for	  understanding	  	  
• Highlighting	  of	  common	  interests	  
• Reducing	  of	  tensions	  
• Keeping	  the	  parties	  on	  the	  table	  
• Change	  the	  parties’	  expectations	  
• Take	  responsibility	  for	  concessions	  
• Making	  substantive	  suggestions	  and	  proposals	  
• Making	  parties	  aware	  of	  cost	  and	  burden	  of	  non-­‐agreement	  	  In	  particular,	  it	  was	  recognition	  of	  the	  mutual	  interests	  in	  the	  avoidance	  of	  war,	  and	  the	  need	  to	  seek	  unilateral	  advantage	  and	  escape	  from	  the	  conditioning	  of	  either	  side’s	  post-­‐war	  national	  security	  policies	  that	  allowed	  conflict	  transformation,	  so	  Saull	  2001.	  	  	  Gorbachev’s	  new	  thinking	  adds	  up	  to	  a	  liberal	  internationalism,	  rather	  than	  the	  former	  exercised	   politics	   of	   isolation,	   of	   power,	   which	   he	   also	   argued	   were	   concessions	   to	  reality	  instead	  of	  concessions	  to	  imperialism	  and	  capitalism	  (Gorbachev	  2011).	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‘What	  is	  the	  new	  way	  of	  thinking?	  It	  is	  recognizing	  that	  there	  are	  global	  threats	  –	  and	  at	   the	   time,	   it	   was	   primarily	   the	   threat	   of	   a	   nuclear	   conflict,	   which	   can	   only	   be	  removed	   by	   joint	   efforts.	   That	   means	   we	   need	   to	   build	   relations	   anew,	   conduct	  dialogue,	  seek	  paths	  to	  terminating	  the	  arms	  race.	  It	  means	  recognizing	  the	  freedom	  of	   choice	   for	   all	   peoples,	  while	   at	   the	   same	   time	   taking	   each	  others’	   interests	   into	  account,	   building	   cooperation,	   and	   establishing	   ties,	   to	   make	   conflict	   and	   war	  impossible	  in	  Europe.’	  (pbs.org	  n.d.	  c).	  	  	  This	   way	   of	   thinking	   lead	   to	   Gorbachev	   to	   exercising	   influence,	   which	   ranged	   from	  enhancing	   diplomatic	   relations	   and	   economic	   cooperation.	   He	   is	   claimed	   to	   make	  previously	   unimaginable	   concessions	   in	   the	   resolution	   of	   regional	   conflicts	   and	   arms	  negotiations	  (Breslauer	  2003,	  Saull	  2001).	  	  In	   coming	   to	   the	  end	  of	   the	   third	  and	   last	   case	  study,	  we	  have	  come	   to	   the	  end	  of	   the	  analysis	   chapter	   altogether.	   We	   are	   now	   moving	   from	   the	   empirical	   enquiry	   (the	  concrete)	   to	   the	   discussion	   (the	   abstract),	   and	   in	   this	   transition	   dialectic	   take	   of	   the	  study	  is	  once	  more	  used	  to	  guide	  the	  research.	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7	  Discussion	  In	  taking	  a	  step	  back	  to	  discuss	  the	  broader	  implications	  of	  the	  study	  and	  the	  previous	  case	   studies	   in	   particular,	   I	   come	   to	   answer	   the	   problem	   formulation	   as	   well	   as	   the	  supplementary	  questions.	  	  	  	  The	  first	  question	  in	  this	  study	  sought	  to	  determine	  which	  strategies	  are	  used	  by	  some	  of	  the	  leading	  mediators.	  The	  first	  noticeable	  and	  surprising	  finding	  is,	  as	  already	  seen	  in	  the	  three	  preliminary	  conclusions	  at	  the	  end	  of	  each	  case	  study,	  the	  mediators	  appears	  to	  employ	  all	  strategies	  at	  some	  point,	  while	  mediator	  behaviour	  and	  efforts	  categorized	  under	  manipulative	   strategies	   are	  most	  prevailing,	   in	   frequency	  and	  well	   as	   in	   length.	  This	   suggest,	   that	   mediators	   in	   practice	   do	   not	   choose	   one	   strategy	   which	   they	   then	  solely	  use,	  as	  some	  suggest	  in	  the	  theory	  (Bercovitch	  1991,	  Diehl	  and	  Greig	  2012,	  Silbey	  and	  Merry	   1986).	   It	   appears	   the	   opposites,	   since	   characteristic	   for	   the	   here-­‐analysed	  mediators	   is,	   that	   they	   start	   out	   with	   communicative-­‐facilitation	   strategy,	   and	   as	   the	  conflict	   continues,	   and	   perhaps	   when	   they	   seem	   the	   time	   ripe	   for	   it,	   they	   use	  manipulative	  strategies.	  Hence,	  one	  can	  trace	  that	  the	  three	  mediators	  use	  at	  some	  point	  all	   of	   the	  mediation	   strategies	   introduced	   in	   the	   chapter	  First	  Reading	  of	  Theory.	   This	  becomes	  particular	  obvious	  in	  the	  case	  study	  of	  Bill	  Clinton,	  who	  in	  the	  first	  years	  of	  his	  mediation	   engagement	   in	   the	   Israeli-­‐Palestine	   conflict	   uses	   facilitation	   strategies.	   As	  such,	  he	  exhibits	   little	   control	  over	   the	  process	  or	   substance	  of	  mediation,	  and	  mainly	  acted	  as	  a	  channel	  of	  communication	  or	  go-­‐between	  (Bercovicth	  and	  Houston	  1996),	  as	  it	   is	   the	  case	  with	  Mandela	  and	  Grobachev	   in	   the	  beginning	  of	   their	  mediation	  efforts.	  Clinton,	  as	  the	  settlement	  agreed	  upon	  during	  the	  Oslo	  Accords,	  its	  implementation	  and	  successive	  mediation	  efforts	   seemed	   to	  not	   lead	   to	  a	   change	   the	  conflict,	  he	   started	   to	  ‘turn	   up	   the	   head’.	   And	   so	   uses	   Mandela,	   after	   his	   release	   from	   prison,	   a	   more	  manipulative	  strategy,	  marked	  by	  proposals,	  threats	  and	  the	  effort	  of	  making	  the	  parties	  aware	   of	   the	   cost	   of	   nonagreement	   (in	   this	   case	   e.g.	   civil	   war).	   Before,	   Mandela	   was	  mainly	   directed	   his	   effort	   to	   make	   contacts	   with	   the	   parties,	   supplying	   missing	  information	  and	  identifying	   issues	  and	  interest.	  Yet,	   the	  three	  mediators	  resort	  relying	  in	   course	   of	   the	   mediation	   efforts	   to	   more	   invasive	   strategies,	   since	   communicative-­‐facilitation	   strategies	   seemed	   in	   the	   cases	   not	   to	   change	   the	   conflict	   situation.	   This	  leaves	  little	  hope	  for	  the	  effectiveness	  of	  this	  least	  invasive	  strategy.	  This	  is	  in	  line	  with	  theoretical	   accounts	   of	   Bercovitch	   and	   Gartner	   (2006)	   who	   states	   that	   this	   strategy	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‘always	   performs	   the	   worst’	   (348).	   In	   the	   second	   set	   of	   mediation	   strategies,	   called	  formulation	   strategies,	   a	   mediator	   or	   third	   party	   exercises	   more	   formal	   control	   over	  situational	   aspects	   or	   the	   process	   of	   mediation	   (Bercovicth	   and	   Houston	   1996).	   The	  enquiry	  showed,	  that	  Mandela,	  Bill	  and	  Gorbachev	  also	  used	  this	  strategy.	   	  All	   three	  at	  some	   point	   chose	   either	   meeting	   sites	   (Clinton	   choosing	   the	   Wye	   River	   estate),	  highlighted	   common	   interest	   and	   during	   meetings	   and	   interaction	   with	   both	   sides	  (Mandela	  and	  Gorbachev)	  and	  in	  general	  tried	  to	  reduce	  tension	  (all	  three)	  by	  different	  means	   of	   communicating,	   chatting	   or	   attentively	   listening.	   In	   regards	   to	  manipulative	  strategies,	  Mandela,	  Clinton	  and	  Gorbachev	  in	  the	  role	  of	  third	  party	  set	  all	  out	  to	  affect	  the	  content,	  substance	  and	  also	  the	  process	  of	  mediation	  highly.	  As	  in	  the	  case	  of	  Clinton	  e.g.	  in	  pressing	  the	  parties	  to	  show	  flexibility	  (Quandt	  2001).	  	  
As	   has	   been	   established	   already	   the	  methodology	   chapter,	  mediation	   strategy	   is	   here	  evaluated	  by	   its	  ability	   to	  bring	  about	  a	  settlement	  or	  conflict	  resolution.	  Mandela	  and	  Gorbachev	  were	   able	  with	   their	   ‘strong	   pattern	   of	  mediator	   involvement’	   (Bercovitch	  and	   Gartner	   2006:	   348)	   to	   lead	   the	   parties	   to	   a	   settlement	   (Mandela)	   or	   even	   to	  transform	  the	  conflict	  by	  addressing	  the	  roots	  of	  the	  conflict	  (Gorbachev).	  In	  the	  South	  African	   case,	   the	   establishment	   of	   a	   government	   determined	   by	   direct	   elections,	  with	  each	  adult	  citizen	  having	  a	  vote,	   irreversibly	  manifested	  the	  constructive	  settlement	  of	  the	  white–nonwhite	  conflict	  in	  South	  Africa.	  While	  steadfast	  on	  gaining	  a	  political	  order	  shaped	  by	   every	   adult	   having	  one	   vote,	   the	  ANC	   reassured	   the	  whites	   regarding	   their	  property	   and	   the	   essential	   unity	   of	   all	   South	   Africans,	   whatever	   their	   colour.	   Nelson	  Mandela	  was	  skilful	   in	  articulating	  and	   initiating	  those	  policies.	   In	   the	  case	  of	   the	  U.S.-­‐Soviet	   conflict,	   the	   new	   thinking	   policy	   of	   Gorbachev	   and	   its	   conciliatory	   character	  towards	   the	   West	   as	   well	   as	   the	   encouraging	   of	   concessions	   ultimately	   led	   to	   the	  transformation	   of	   a	   conflict	   which	   seemed	   to	   many	   intractable	   (Breslauer	   2003,	  Eriksson	  2004,	  Marshall	  2005).	  Clinton	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	   likewise	  using	  manipulative	  strategies	   at	   the	  Wye	   and	   Camp	   David	   negotiations,	   was	   able	   to	   mediate	   the	   parties	  towards	  a	  settlement	  in	  the	  first	  (yet	  without	  the	  agreements	  being	  implemented),	  but	  not	  in	  the	  second	  instance.	  For	  the	  purpose	  of	  comprehend	  these	  different	  processed	  of	  the	  conflicts,	  yet	  by	  applying	  the	  same	  strategies,	  we	  come	  to	  examine	  the	  in	  detail	  the	  differences	  of	  the	  strategic	  involvement	  and	  the	  conflict	  approaches	  of	  the	  mediators.	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Clinton,	  in	  the	  use	  manipulative	  mediation	  strategies,	  could	  induce	  adversaries	  to	  come	  to	  the	  negotiating	  table	  (for	  instance	  Camp	  David),	  but	  was	  be	  unable	  to	  bring	  about	  any	  agreement.	  Before	  he	  was	  able	  to	  induce	  a	  signed	  agreement	  (Wye	  River	  Memorandum),	  but	   then	   the	   agreement	   is	   not	   implemented.	  The	  process	   of	   reaching	  on	   agreement	   is	  important,	   but	   that	   alone	   does	   not	   determine	   the	   viability	   of	   the	   agreement	   nor	   its	  implementation.	   Hence	   the	   nature	   of	   an	   agreement	   (settlement	   or	   conflict	  transformation),	  requires,	  as	  Kriesberg	  puts	  is,	  great	  attention	  (2007).	  	  	  Settlements	   are	   sometimes	   claimed	   to	   mark	   the	   conclusion	   of	   an	   agreement	  between	  the	  parties,	  which	  aims	  to	  settle	  or	  put	  an	  end	  to	  an	  existing	  conflict	   (see	   for	  instance	  Lewicki	  et	  al.	  1992).	  In	  reality,	  however,	  it	  often	  occurs	  that	  after	  a	  settlement	  and	   agreement	   found	   by	  means	   of	   compromising,	   the	   conflict	   re-­‐emerges	   because	   its	  deep	   roots	   and	   structures	   have	   remained	   untouched	   (Silbey	   and	   Merry	   1986,	  Ramsbotham	   2011	   et	   al.).	   So	   it	   is	   the	   case	   with	   the	   Israeli-­‐Palestine	   conflict,	   where	  settlements	  have	  come	  into	  existence	  (e.g.	  Oslo	  Accords	  and	  Wye	  Memorandum),	  yet	  the	  conflict	  and	  its	  violence	  remains	  to	  the	  present	  day.	  Hence,	  mediation	  strategy	  used	  for	  seeking	   compromise,	   to	   above	   all	   halt	   violence	   and	   gain	   a	   quick	   settlement,	   seen	   in	  Clinton’s	   mediation	   efforts,	   often	   perceive	   the	   status	   quo	   (Silbey	   and	   Merry	   1986).	  Consequently,	   processes	   of	   social	   change	   toward	   greater	   wins	   for	   both	   sides	   are	  suppressed.	   It	   is	   possible	   that	   Clinton’s	   proposals	   and	   negotiations	   failed	   since	   they	  conflicted	  with	  the	  national	  goals	  of	  one	  or	  both	  sides.	  If	  the	  process	  should	  have	  had	  a	  higher	   likelihood	   to	   lead	   to	   conflict	   transformation,	   these	   goals	   should	   have	   been	  changed	  (Kriesberg	  2007,	  Bercovitch	  2009	  b,	  Ramsbotham	  et	  al.	  2011).	  The	  usage	  of	  all	  mediation	   strategy	   and	   actual	   conflict	   approach	   (compromise)	   in	   Clinton’s	   mediation	  did	  not	  lead	  to	  a	  change	  of	  goals,	  interests	  of	  perceptions	  and	  therefore	  mechanisms	  for	  conflict	  transformation	  were	  missing.	  Yet,	  as	  Ramsbotham	  et	  al.	  claimed,	  the	  opposite	  is	  necessary:	   ‘conflict	   transformation	   requires	   real	   changes	   in	   parties’	   interest,	   goals	   or	  self-­‐definition’	  (Ramsbotham	  et	  al.	  2011:	  158).	  	  	  Even	  so	  Clinton	  speaks	  about	  the	  need	  to	  help	  conflict	  parties	  to	  perceive	  their	  situation	  in	  non-­‐zero	  terms,	  as	  he	  was	  not	  able	  in	  practice	  to	  make	  the	  parties	  to	  see	  that	  mutual	  as	  well	  as	  opposing	  interests	  exist,	  and	  that	  the	  other	  side’s	  authorship	  of	  a	  proposal	  is	  not	   necessarily	   evidence	   that	   their	   own	   side’s	   interests	   would	   be	   better	   served	   by	  rejecting	  that	  proposal	  than	  by	  accepting	  it.	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Gorbachev	  and	  Mandela	  strove	  to	  influence	  the	  parties’	  way	  of	  reframing	  their	  gains	  and	  losses	   towards	   specific	   goals	   (Aggestam	   2002)	   by	   using	   strategies	   such	   as	   changing	  people’s	  expectations	  or	  supplying	  information.	  Let	  us	  remember	  Gorbachev’s	  talk	  with	  Thatcher	   about	   the	   ‘1000	   little	   squares’	   (pbs.org	   n.d.	   c).	   Intention	   behind	   the	   use	   of	  those	  strategies	  seemed	  to	  be	  that	  by	  transforming	  the	  bargaining	  process	  and	  creating	  an	  alternative	  (third)	  situation	  (Aggestam	  2002),	  the	  disputants	  can	  be	  brought	  closer	  to	  the	   negotiation	   table	   due	   a	   greater	   attractiveness	   of	   substantive	   suggestions,	  concessions	  and	  proposals.	  	  	  	  When	   using	   the	   time	   as	   a	   prisoner	   to	   come	   to	   understand	   the	   minds	   of	   the	   (white)	  prison	  guards	  Mandela	  was	  leading	  in	  the	  way	  he	  was	  getting	  familiar	  with	  the	  interests,	  fears	   and	  positions	  of	   the	  parties	   involved.	  This	   in	   in	   line	  with	   the	   theory,	  where	   it	   is	  claimed	   that	   one	   comes	   to	   better	   understand	   the	   nature	   of	   the	   conflict	   when	   getting	  familiar	   and	   focusing	   on	   the	   underlying	   interest	   (Ramsbotham	  et	   al.	   2011,	   Bercovitch	  2009).	  Mandela	  used	  this	  understanding	  later	  in	  his	  mediation	  strategy	  when	  clarifying	  the	   situation	   and	   identifying	   the	   issues	   and	   interests	   of	   the	   parties,	   which	   he	   would	  convey	  to	   the	  other	  side.	  Besides,	  Mandela	  uses	   the	  mediation	  strategies	   to	  emphasise	  the	   fact	   ‘that	  nothing	   is	   black	  or	  white’	   (Mandela	  1994).	  On	   closer	   inspection,	   Joubert	  (2013)	   finds,	   the	   ability	   to	   see	   how	   things	   really	   are,	   informed	   Mandela’s	   mediation	  strategy	  when	  he	  negotiated	  the	  end	  of	  apartheid.	  It	  allowed	  him	  to	  reframe	  apartheid	  as	   the	  prison	  of	  black	  and	  white	  South	  Africans	   (Mandela	  1994.).	   In	   the	  South	  African	  case,	  neither	   side	  had	  been	  able	   to	  unilaterally	   impose	  a	   settlement	  on	   the	  other	  side.	  Mandela	   was	   able	   during	   his	   mediation	   efforts,	   to	   make	   the	   parties	   see	   reality:	  Apartheid	   was	   not	   a	   sustainable	   system	   and	   in	   many	   ways	   was	   breaking	   down.	  Conveyed	  shared	  identities	  as	  South	  Africans	  (interdependence),	  as	  well	  as	  the	  benefits	  of	   cooperation	   calculated	   against	   the	   costs	   of	   escalating	   violence,	   made	   in	   effect	   a	  negotiated	   agreement	   attractive.	   Mandela	   who	   consistently	   and	   convincingly	  proclaimed	  those	  realities,	  and	  his	  efforts	   to	  make	  the	  parties	   ‘see’	   this	  reality	  as	  well,	  were	  most	  likely	  crucial	  in	  the	  process	  that	  led	  to	  a	  settlement	  of	  the	  conflict.	  Reframing	  views	  on	  reality	  is	  a	  technique	  used	  by	  skilled	  mediators	  to	  help	  parties	  to	  move	  beyond	  the	  conflicts	  with	  each	  other	  (Bercovitch	  2007,	  Bercovitch	  and	  Houstan	  2006).	   	  And	   it	  this	  way,	  mediation	  ought	  to	  challenge	  parties	  to	  move	  beyond	  the	  either/or	  dichotomy	  Joubert	  (2013),	  performed	  by	  Mandela.	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In	   seeking	   better	   relations	   between	   the	   Soviet	   Union	   and	   the	   U.S.,	   also	   Gorbachev	  acknowledges	  complexity	  of	  our	  world	  and	  the	  necessity	  to	  come	  to	  see	  reality:	   ‘Let	  us	  try	   and	   live	   in	   a	   real	   world,	   let	   us	   take	   the	   interests	   of	   both	   nations	   into	   account’	  (Gorbachev	  1987:	  213).	  	  	  Back	   in	   1985	   Gorbachev	   was	   claiming	   there	   is	   ‘no	   other	   way’	   than	   to	   change	  structures	  within	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  as	  well	  as	  its	  conflict	  with	  the	  to	  the	  U.S	  (Ibid).	  When	  deeply	   considering	   this	   implication	   it	   means	   that	   the	   true	   success	   indicator	   for	  mediation	  is	  not	  the	  agreement	  of	  a	  deal	  of	  some	  preconceived	  notion	  of	  equal	  sacrifices	  by	  each	  party.	  In	  his	  mediation	  effort,	  within	  the	  Politburo	  as	  well	  as	  between	  U.S.	  and	  Soviet	  Union,	  Gorbachev	  advocated	  the	  position	  that	  the	  reality	  coming	  from	  inflexibility	  would	  be	  more	  disagreeable	  than	  a	  reality	  stemming	  from	  alternative	  negotiations.	  For	  instance	  the	  idea	  in	  the	  1987	  INF	  negotiations	  in	  Washington	  was	  that	  the	  deployment	  of	  Pershing	  and	  cruise	  missiles	  in	  Europe,	  faced	  by	  a	  large	  and	  growing	  Soviet	  arsenal	  of	  SS-­‐20s	  and	  other	  countermeasures	  would	  be	  more	  disagreeable	  than	  intrusively	  verified	  elimination	  of	  all	  these	  missiles	  by	  both	  sides	  (Breslauer	  2003).	  Instead	  of	  the	  situation	  creating	   a	  winner	   and	   a	   loser,	   it	  was	   about	   creating	   a	  whole	   new	   situation.	   After	   the	  signing	  of	  the	  INF	  Treaty	  it	  is	  said,	  that	  Gorbachev	  raised	  his	  arms	  straight	  of	  in	  a	  victory	  gesture.	   It	   was	   victory	   according	   to	   a	   different	   set	   of	   criteria.	   In	   the	   course	   of	   1987,	  Gorbachev	  had	  abandon	  every	  negotiating	  position	  upon	  which	  Soviet	  leaders	  had	  been	  insisting	  since	  1979.	  Gorbachev’s	  move	  was	  that	  Moscow	  had	  made	  Reagan	  an	  offer	  he	  could	  not	  refuse	  and	  at	  the	  same	  time	  it	  robbed	  him	  of	  his	   ‘enemy	  image’	  of	  the	  Soviet	  Union.	   Gorbachev	   turned	   that	   name	   of	   the	   game:	   instead	   of	   evil	   empire	   rhetoric	   the	  meetings	   and	   talks	   were	   occasions	   of	   negotiations	   and	   collaboration	   (Garthoff	   2003,	  Curtis	   1996,	   Sokov	  2007).	  Until	   this	   time,	   the	   cost	   of	   achieving	   the	   goal	   had	  been	   the	  issue,	  but	  under	  Gorbachev	  the	  cost	  was	  to	  be	  downplayed	  if	  not	  ignored.	  Here,	  the	  goal	  of	  delivering	  Reagan	  and	  of	  ending	   the	  deployment	  of	  Pershing	  and	  cruise	  missiles	  on	  land	  in	  Europe	  had	  been	  accomplished.	  This	  conception	  of	  reciprocity	  was	  a	  new	  Soviet	  bargaining	  behaviour.	  Gorbachev	  knew	  that	  the	  outcome	  of	  his	  mediation	  of	  the	  struggle	  might	  not	  mean	  a	  victory	  of	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  in	  the	  conflict,	  ‘but	  it	  would	  be	  a	  new	  era	  of	  Soviet	   co-­‐leadership	   in	  world	   affairs	   that	  would	   help	   to	   avert	   catastrophes	   facing	   the	  global	  village’,	  so	  Gorbachev	  (Breslauer	  2003:	  75).	  	  These	  insights	  point	  towards	  that	  conflict	  management	  and	  mediation	  seems	  not	  only	  to	  be	  ‘about	  being	  an	  agent	  of	  change.’(Bercovitch	  2007:	  301).	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After	  the	  enquiry	  of	  how	  to	  use	  mediation	  strategy	  and	  conflict	  approach	  to	  bring	  about	  conflict	  transformation,	  one	  can	  maintain	  that	  mediators	  should	  attempt	  to	  be	  agents	  of	  reality	   in	   pointing	   to	   the	   inadequacy	   of	   the	   alternatives,	   the	   difficulty	   of	   the	   present	  situation	  and	  the	  benefits	  of	  a	  settlement	  or	  ideally	  conflict	  transformation.	  	  
As	   this	   study	   is	   located	   in	   the	   field	   of	   Global	   Studies,	   let	   us	   lastly	   consider	   the	  international	   dimension	   of	   the	   findings.	   In	   general,	   globalization	   may	   influence	   the	  occurrence	  and	  expression	  of	  conflict	  in	  various	  ways.	  To	  name	  a	  few,	  it	  can	  disturb	  local	  events,	   it	  might	   provide	  new	  or	   relocate	   resources	   over	  which	   to	   compete,	   and	   it	   can	  threaten	   values	   and	   identities	   (Wallensteen	   2002)	   .	   Yet	   another	   ‘[…]	   feature	   of	   the	  globalization	   of	   conflicts	   has	   been	   the	   increasing	   involvement	   of	   a	   range	   of	   external	  agencies	  in	  mediation	  efforts	  and	  third-­‐party	  intervention	  of	  all	  kinds.’	  (Ramsbotham	  et	  al.	  2011:	  180).	  In	  line	  with	  this,	  Tavares	  (2010)	  states	  that	  without	  doubt,	  international	  and	  regional	  organizations	  have	  become	  such	  prominent	  agencies	   in	  regional	  security.	  He	   states,	   over	   the	   last	   decades	   an	   exponential	   increase	   in	   the	   number	   of	   such	  organizations	  could	  have	  been	  witnessed.	  Tavares	  argues,	  that	  there	  is	  nearly	  no	  region	  in	  the	  world,	  which	  is	  not	  covered	  by	  some	  kind	  of	  institutional	  arrangement	  tailored	  to	  promote	  economic	  cooperation,	  development	  or	  peace.	  They	  also	  gradually	  expand	  their	  mandates,	   which	   makes	   them	   operate	   not	   only	   in	   soft	   security	   issues	   but	   also	   for	  instance	   in	   peacekeeping	   activities	   such	   as,	   third	   party	   intervention.	   Many	   of	   these	  organizations,	  first	  and	  foremost	  the	  UN,	  to	  mention	  an	  international,	  but	  also	  European	  (EU)	  or	  African	  Union	  AU,	   to	  mention	  two	  regional	  organizations,	  provide	   for	   instance	  mediation	   (Ibid.,	   Ramsbotham	   et	   al.	   2011).	   In	   these	   organizations,	   mediators	   found	  themselves	  on	  a	  daily	  base	  faced	  with	  the	  tasks	  of	  mediating	  conflicts	  in	  a	  strategic	  way.	  As	   do	   the	   organizations,	   so	   are	   the	  mediators	   likely	   to	   focus	   on	   highly	   intensive	   and	  salient	   disputes.	   As	   well,	   regional	   organizations	   such	   as	   the	   EU	   or	   AU	   adhere	   to	   the	  principle	  of	  negotiation	  and	  mediation	  as	   their	  preferred	  means	  of	   resolving	   conflicts.	  The	   findings	  outlined	  above	  are,	  among	  others,	   for	   them	  helping	  being	   ‘more	  effective	  peacemakers’	  (Wallensteen	  and	  Svensson	  2014:	  319).	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8	  Conclusion	  	  	  This	  study	  was	  an	  attempt	  to	  relate	  theoretical	  notions	  to	  empirical	  analysis	  in	  the	  field	  of	  conflict	  resolution,	  mediation	  and	  its	  strategies.	  	  Point	  of	  departure	  of	  this	  study	  was	  the	  need	  for	  exploring	  the	  subsurface	  and	  the	  use	   of	   mediation	   strategy,	   claimed	   to	   be	   an	   academic	   void	   by	   some	   in	   the	   research	  community	   (e.g.	   Wallensteen	   and	   Svensson	   2014,	   Bercovitch	   2009).	   Besides	   for	  academics,	  on	  the	  base	  of	  the	  the	  participant	  observation	  and	  the	  personal	  experiences	  made	  there,	  the	  study	  seemed	  also	  valuable	  for	  practitioner	  managing	  conflicts.	  	  	  The	  thesis	  started	  out	  with	  the	  methodological	  set	  up	  of	  the	  study,	  where	  among	  others	  the	  concept	  analyses,	  the	  definition	  of	  terms	  can	  be	  found.	  As	  well,	  there	  the	  reader	  was	  informed	   how	   the	   empirical	   data	   was	   collected	   and	   under	   use	   of	   what	   framework	  analysed.	  After	  developing	  the	  analytical	  eye,	  it	  followed	  a	  first	  review	  of	  small	  fraction	  of	   the	   theory	   on	   mediation	   strategy	   and	   in	   the	   next	   step	   it	   was	   shown	   how	   this	  understanding	   informed	   and	   influenced	   my	   work	   as	   a	   mediator	   (chapter	   Participant	  
observation).	   Most	   important	   insight	   of	   the	   accounts	   up	   to	   there	   was	   that	   a	   further	  understanding	  of	  conflict	  resolution	  and	  mediation	  theory	  is	  necessary,	  since	  I	   initially	  encountered	  challenges	  and	  limitations	  when	  applying	  mediation	  strategies	  in	  practice.	  For	   this	  reason,	  a	  second	  and	  consultation	  of	   the	  conflict	  and	  mediation	  theory	  was	   in	  order.	   The	   Second	   consultation	   of	   the	   theory	   revealed	   a	   more	   theoretical	   bend,	   the	  importance	   of	   understanding	   different	   conflict	   approaches	   as	  well	   as	   it	   provided	   and	  insights	  how	  mediation	  strategies	  are	  evaluated.	  It	   followed	  the	  core	  part	  of	  the	  study,	  where	   in	   three	   case	   studies	   the	   few	   but	   relevant	   theoretical	   accounts	   could	   be	  empirically	   tested.	   The	   previous	   Discussion	   served	   to	   return	   to	   the	   posed	   problem	  formulation	  and	  the	  supplementary	  question.	  	  While	  the	  theoretical	  accounts	  drew	  on	  standard	  theories	  about	  conflict,	  mediation	  and	  its	   strategies	   and	   their	   relation,	   the	   empirical	   and	   analytical	   approach	   took	   these	  theoretical	   arguments	   further	   by	   suggesting,	   that	   mediators	   seem	   to	   apply	   a	   mix	   of	  mediation	   strategies.	   Mediators	   apparently	   adjusted	   their	   ‘plan	   of	   movement’	   on	   the	  process	  of	  conflict.	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After	   the	   analyses	   I	   come	   to	   agree	   with	   previous	   theory	   statements	   that	   so-­‐called	  manipulative	   strategies	   appear	   to	   be	   effective,	   yet	   perhaps	  most	  when	   combined	   and	  conducted	   under	   the	   problem-­‐solving	   approach	   to	   help	   the	   parties	   to	   perceive	   the	  conflict	   in	   non-­‐zero	   sum	   terms.	   This	   combination	   seem	   to	   make	   the	   third	   party	  intervention	  more	  likely	  to	  be	  effective.	  In	  this	  way,	  the	  manipulative	  or	  ‘pushy’	  strategy	  is	   used	   for	   helping	   the	   parties	   to	  move	   towards	   a	  win-­‐win	   outcome,	  which	   leads	   to	   a	  higher	  likelihood	  of	  not	  only	  reaching	  an	  settlement	  (Mandela-­‐South	  African	  case)	  but	  a	  conflict	   transformation	   (Gorbachev-­‐	   U.S.	   –Soviet	   Union	   conflict).	   As	   well,	   when	  attempting	   the	   parties	   to	   perceive	   their	   situation	   in	   non-­‐zero	   sum	   terms,	   in	   pointing	  outs	   common	   interests	   and	   their	   interdependence,	   mediators	   seem	   not	   only	   to	   be	  important	  agents	  of	  change,	  but	  agents	  of	  reality.	  	  For	   the	   means	   of	   summarizing	   the	   findings	   I	   here	   return	   to	   the	   made	   participant	  observations,	   and	   apply	   how	   the	   implications	   of	   the	   study	   might	   help	   to	   mediate	   a	  different	   outcome	  of	   the	   introduced	   conflict	   case.	   First,	   a	  mix	   of	   strategies	   is	   possible	  and	  perhaps	  even	  desirable,	  as	  it	  allows	  the	  mediator	  to	  adjust	  to	  the	  conflict	  situation	  in	  a	   flexible	   way.	   Passive	   strategies	   might	   motivate	   the	   parties	   to	   find	   and	   come	   to	   a	  settlement	  themselves.	  In	  this	  way,	  less	  invasive	  strategies	  might	  help	  the	  parties	  to	  find	  their	  own	  solutions	  and	  mediators	   task	  seems	   to	  be	   in	   this	   case	   to	  help	   the	  parties	   to	  understand	   that	   the	   other’s	   side	   proposal	   is	   not	   necessarily	   evidence	   that	   their	   own	  side’s	  interests	  would	  be	  best	  served	  by	  rejecting	  the	  proposals	  by	  the	  other	  side	  than	  by	  accepting	   it	   (Bercovitch	   1991).	  However,	   this	   seems	   to	   be	   highly	   difficult	   task	   for	   the	  mediator,	   especially	   evident	   in	   the	   here	   observed	   and	   analysed	   conflicts,	   since	   the	  parties	  are	  suspicious	  and	  by	  default	  rather	  rejecting	  toward	  the	  other	  sides’	  ideas	  and	  suggestions	  (in	  particular	  visible	  in	  the	  Clinton	  case).	  Hence,	  were	  parties	  are	  (deeply)	  involved	   in	   a	   conflict,	   is	   seems	   in	   practice	   unlikely	   that	   they	  will	   find	   a	   solution	   and	  lasting	   settlement	   themselves	   (Silbey	  and	  Merry	  1986,	  Ramsbotham	  2011	  et	   al.).	   This	  also	  makes	   the	  case,	  why	  the	  mediator’s	   initiative,	  high	   involvement	  and	  his	  creativity	  for	   creating	   a	   third	   scenario	   are	   so	   important.	   Secondly,	   and	   in	   line	   with	   the	   theory,	  manipulative	  strategies	  appear	  most	  effective	  to	  bring	  about	  a	  settlement.	  Yet,	   it	  ought	  to	  be	  combined	  with	  a	  problem-­‐solving	  conflict	  approach,	  which	  seek	  to	  help	  the	  parties	  to	  perceive	  their	  situation	  as	  loose-­‐loose	  in	  order	  then	  to	  make	  substantive	  suggestion,	  which	  create	  a	  win-­‐win	  situation.	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Therefore,	  I	  propose	  that	  mediators	  make	  substantive	  suggestions	  but	  rather	  in	  seeking	  a	   compromise	   (such	   as	   payment	   by	   instalments),	   he	   should	   think	   in	   problem	   solving	  terms.	  	  
As	   consequence	   and	   example	   how	   to	   practical	   implement	   this,	   I	   would	   now	   suggest,	  knowing	  that	  the	  customer	  has	  a	  high	  position	  at	  a	  television	  channel,	  that	  he	  initiates	  a	  program	   portraying	   the	   provider	   and	   his	   service	   as	   a	  way	   of	   paying	   for	   the	   received	  service	   in	   the	   past.	   In	   this	   way,	   both	   parties	   would	   benefit	   from	   the	   conflict	  transformation,	  since	  the	  provider	  would	  increase	  his	  publicity	  and	  the	  customer	  would	  render	  the	  outstanding	  debt.	  	  	  In	   this	   very	   last	   part	   I	   shall	   touch	   upon	   few	   challenges	   for	   future	   research.	   First,	   the	  results	  of	  the	  study	  support	  the	  idea,	  in	  order	  to	  achieve	  change	  of	  the	  conflict	  situation,	  mediators	   are	   adapting	   and	  manoeuvring	   in	   various	   strategies,	   perhaps	  depending	  on	  variables	   such	   duration,	   intensity	   of	   the	   conflict.	   As	   mentioned	   above,	   with	   a	   small	  sample	   size,	   caution	   must	   be	   applied,	   as	   the	   findings	   might	   not	   be	   valid	   for	   a	   great	  number	   of	   mediation	   cases.	   However,	   very	   little	   was	   found	   in	   the	   literature	   on	   the	  question	  of	  how	  and	  why	  mediators	  mix	  mediation	  strategies,	  which	  might	  open	  doors	  for	   further	   investigations.	   Furthermore,	   it	   needs	   to	   be	   asked	   if	   the	   mediator’s	  expectation	  about	  what	  the	  parties	  desire	  as	  mediation	  outcome	  is	  an	  influential	  factor	  in	   the	  choice	  and	  practice	  of	  mediation	  strategy.	   In	   line	  with	   this,	   it	   is	  of	   interest	  how	  mediation	  experiences	  influence	  the	  choice	  of	  strategy.	  Besides	  and	  interestingly,	  there	  are	   few	   accounts	   in	   the	   literature	   and	   little	   research	   on	   the	   issue	   of	   how	   to	   getting	  people	   into	   mediation.	   Critical	   research	   is	   needed	   to	   explored	   why	   opportunities	   of,	  especially	   international,	   mediation	   are	   refused.	   Social	   or	   international	   pressure,	  institutional	  structures	  or	  high	  costs	  of	  conflict	  may	  help	  the	  disputants	  into	  mediation	  (Bercovich	   1992,	   Kleiboer	   1996,	   Bercovitch	   2009	   b).	   Yet,	   is	   unclear	   however,	   what	  motivations	  and	  factors	  (in	  the	  individual	  traits	  or	  in	  the	  nature	  of	  the	  dispute)	  prevent	  parties	   to	   use	   mediation	   for	   the	   transformation	   of	   the	   conflict.	   Hence,	   strategies	   for	  overcoming	   diverse	   barriers,	   which	   prevent	   parties	   to	   use	   mediation	   might	   be	   e.g.	  subjects	  for	  future	  research.	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An	   cumulative,	   descriptive	   case	   study	  method	  was	   employed	   in	   this	   research.	   The	   in-­‐depth	  case	  studies	  are	  useful	  because	  they	  reveal	  details	  of	  what	  has	  been	  studied;	  they	  allow	   a	   comprehensive	   comparison	   of	   the	   different	   mediators	   and	   allow	   to	   uncover	  cause-­‐and-­‐effect	   relationship.	   A	   cumulative	   study	   is	   beneficial,	   because	   it	   facilitates	  searching	   in	   one	   case	   for	   phenomena	   observed	   in	   another.	   I	   was	   initially	   guided	   by	  conflict	  resolution	  and	  mediation	  theory.	  Other	  analysts	  with	  different	  background	  and	  focuses	   on	   what	   is	   important	   are	   likely	   to	   develop	   different	   interpretations	   of	   these	  cases.	  The	  generalization	  of	  the	  findings	  in	  this	  study	  can	  be	  questioned,	  also	  since	  they	  are	  based	  on	   few	  cases	  and	  highly	  selective	  data.	  But	   this	   is	  not	  seen	  as	  real	  problem,	  since	  the	  aim	  of	  this	  paper	  was	  not	  to	  persuade,	  but	  to	  provoke.	  I	  maintain	  that	  the	  use	  of	   qualitative	  methods	   in	   combination	  with	   a	   dialectic	   approach	   to	   study	   the	   use	   and	  effectiveness	  mediation	   strategy	   offers	   significant	   insights	   and	   some	   of	   these	   insights	  may	   be	   helpful	   additions	   for	   e.g.	   international	  mediators	   and	  most	   definably	   starting	  point	  for	  further	  research	  for	  interested	  scholars.	  In	  this	  way,	  the	  present	  study	  was	  able	  to	  answer	  some	  questions,	  while	  creating	  new	  opening	  for	  future	  investigations.	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